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This thesis examines the conflict between factions of the Thai elite after the fall of the military 
regime in October 1973. Some Thai scholarship has claimed that since 1973, the monarchy has 
been “above” politics. The implication is that the monarchy is considered on a higher, morally 
superior level than everyday politics of institutions such as the parliamentary system, politicians, 
and mercenary politics, not that the monarchy is beyond or outside the range of politics. By 
contrast, this study argues that the rising power of the monarchy directly affected the 14 
October uprising, although the King did not achieve hegemony of the ruling class. The royal 
government led by Sanya appeared to be weak and ineffectual, due to elite factions independently 
maintaining their own resources and securing political protection to the detriment of the prime 
minister and his administration, rather than any personal fault or flaw of Sanya's. As student 
activism increasingly radicalized after the 14 October 1973 event, with protests escalating and the 
potential for riots ensuing, Sanya feared that a coup d’état might be staged by army factions. 
Student leaders turned progressively to the left, allying with farmer and labor leaders to protest 
injustice by opposing elite groups, including bureaucracies, landlords, and businesspeople. 
Inspired by Marxism, they also criticized Thai traditional values, which they saw as archaic, such 
as a hierarchical patrimonial society.  Finally, the King and the old establishment became 
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Notes and Abbreviations  
Notes 
 In Thai calendar, dates are calculated by the Buddhist era (BE), which is Common Era 
added 543 years. For example, the 1973 CE is 2516 BE. Although this thesis uses CE date in the 
main body of the content, Thai-language sources I cited use BE. I, therefore, have already convert 
BE into CE. 
 Thai words in this dissertation have been transcribed into roman characters following the 
guidelines of the Royal Institute outlined in Principles of Romanization for Thai Script by 
Transcription Method revised in January 1999.  
Abbreviations 
 
 AUTWB  Association of United Trade Workers of Bangkok  
 AUTWT Association of United Trade Workers of Thailand 
 BIFGO Board of Inspection and Follow-up of Government Operations  
 CIA  Central Intelligence Agency  
 CDC   Constitution Drafting Committee 
 CIPI  Committee to Investigate the Problems of Indebted Farmers  
 CPT  Communist Party of Thailand  
 CSOC  Communist Suppression Operations Command 
 EGAT             Electricity Generating Authority of Thailand 
 FBT  Federation of Buddhists of Thailand 
 FCO   Foreign and Commonwealth Office Records 
 FFT  Federation of Farmer of Thailand 
 FIST  Federation of Independent Students of Thailand  
 ICFTU  International Conference of Free Trade Unions  
 ILO  International Labor Organization  
 
 
 LCCT  Labor Coordination Center of Thailand  
 LRCA  Land Rent Control Act 
 MOD  Ministry of Defense 
 NCPO   National Council for Peace and Order  
 NCTRP  National Center of Teacher Rights Protection  
 NEC   National Executive Council  
 NSCT      National Student Center of Thailand 
 NVST    National Vocational Students of Thailand 
 OPEC   Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 
 PDG    People for Democracy Group 
 PRO   Public Record Office 
 PSTAT  Private School Teacher's Association of Thailand  
 STCT  Student Teaching Center of Thailand  
 TCT  Teachers' Council of Thailand  
 TUSC             Thammasat University Student Club 
 TUSU    Thammasat University Student Union 
 TNLM  Thai National Liberation Movement  









Political Roles and Challenges of Monarchy and the Royally Appointed Prime Minister 
Sanya Dharmasakti from 1973 to 1975.   
 1.1 Background of the Study 
 Sanya Dharmmasakti was appointed interim prime minister, serving between 14 October 
1973 and 26 February 1975.  King Rama IX entrusted him with the Prime Ministership just after 
the 14 October 1973 popular uprising. Field Marshals Thanom Kittikachorn and Praphat 
Charusathien and Thanom’s son, Colonel Narong Kittikachorn, were requested by the King to 
leave the country. The 14 October 1973 incident was accepted by the public as an important event 
in Thai history, during which students and other citizens overthrew dictators.1  
From 1958 to 1973, Thailand had been under a military dictatorship. In 1968, Thanom 
promulgated the 1969 constitution and held a general election the following year. Thanom- 
Praphat and his cohort established the Sahaprachathai Party to campaign for votes. The party won 
the election and formed a short-lived democracy which collapsed in November 1971 when 
Thanom staged a coup d’état against his own government. The dictators claimed that they were 
                                                          
1 Warasan Ao Mo Tho Chabub Phiset [Journal of the Thammasat University Student Union, special edition] 
(1973): 12-13.  
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worried about a security threat from Communism, accusing majority and opposition Parliament 
members of being troublemakers.2  
Debate continues over the status of the Thai monarchy after the 14 October 1973 popular 
uprising. The historian Thongchai Winichakul argues that the monarchy has been “above” politics 
since 1973, suggesting not that the monarchy is beyond or outside the range of politics, but rather 
that it is held at a higher, morally superior, level than everyday politics of the usual institutions 
such as the parliamentary system, politicians and mercenary politics.3 By comparison, Thailand’s 
political institutions have a history of corruption. Since the 14 October 1973 incident, the status of 
the monarchy has been superior to any political institution in Thailand. 
Another historian, Somsak Jeamteerasakul, disagrees with Thongchai, arguing that since 
the 14 October 1973 incident, the monarchy has had an increasing role in politics, leading to the 
King’s appointment of Sanya as prime minister. Yet the monarchy cannot monopolize state 
authority. Somsak sees Thai state authority as divided among different groups or political 
institutions, including parliament, cabinets, civil officials, and senior military staff. The King 
represents one of the state institutions, among other related organizations. Therefore, the 
monarchy was the “head of ruling group, but not of the ruling class.”4 
                                                          
2
 Thamrongsak Phetlertanan, The Political Role of Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn, 1963-1973 (PhD 
dissertation, Department of History, Chulalongkorn University, 2007), pp. 513-514. 
3
 Thongchai Winichakul, “Toppling Democracy,” Journal of Contemporary Asia 1 (February 2008): 11-37. 
4 Somsak Jeamteerasakul, “Mass Monarchy,” in Yamyukluksamai (Bangkok: Weerachon Prachatippatai 
Foundation, 2013), pp. 108-109. 
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Continuing this debate, if the era after 14 October 1973 was especially decisive for the 
nation, why is the role of Sanya Dharmasakti as interim prime minister overlooked by Thai 
studies researchers? Thailand had been ruled by military dictatorship since 1958 and had 
experienced a parliamentary system for only a short time. Thanom reconsolidated his power 
under martial law. But in 1973, the military government headed by Thanom was overthrown by 
student-led demonstrators. The King asked Thanom, Praphat, and Narong to resign their positions 
and leave the country.5 Sanya, appointed as prime minister by the King, led a civilian government 
after Thailand had been ruled by military regime. Researchers have usually focused on the role of 
extra-bureaucratic forces since 1973, representing new hope for challenging Thai bureaucratic 
polity which had repeatedly proved a great obstruction for democratization in Thailand.6  
Sanya was a Privy Council member implicitly trusted by the King. He forged close 
relationships with some student leaders as dean of the Faculty of Law and rector of Thammasat 
University, from 1968 to 1974. Priraphol Triyakasem, president of the Thammsat University 
Student Union in 1973, confirms that Sanya impressed students with his humility and down-to-
earth qualities as rector,
7 making him appear to be the most appropriate choice as prime minister. 
He was rector of Thammasat University, an important center for student activism, was also close 
                                                          
5
 Paul Handley, The King Never Smiles: A Biography of Thailand’s Bhumibol Adulyadej (New Heavens: 
Yale University Press, 2006), pp. 211-212. 
6
 Fred Riggs, Thailand: The Modernization of A Bureaucratic Polity (Honolulu : East-West Center Press, 
1966 ) 
7
 Satrajarn Sanya Dharmasakti and 14 Tula 16 [Professor Sanya Dharmasakti and the 14 October 1973] 
Incident (Cremation Volume of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti, 21 September 2003), pp. 36-37. 
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to the Palace circle, and was renowned as an honest jurist and pious Buddhist.8 His image was 
accepted by the Thai public, but may have overshadowed any further study of his political roles 
during his prime ministership. He remains the sole caretaker prime minister to have governed 
Thailand for a brief 15 months, an episode largely overlooked by researchers in Thai history.  
After 14 October 1973, Sanya faced an increasingly active student movement. The cabinet 
was also confronted by the worker and farmer movements, organized with logistical assistance 
from by the student activists. Sanya had to deal with these movements, as well as many restless 
factions of the elite. Late in 1974, an anti-student movement was launched in earnest, attempting 
to diminish the reputation of students. These actions enlisted Thai vocational students to appear 
on university campuses, sowing violence to disperse and discourage peaceful demonstrations. 
These counter movements were sponsored by business people, senior officials, and military staff 
disapproving of the freedom of the student movement.9  
Despite Sanya’s support from the monarchy and General Kris Srivara, commander in chief 
of the Thai Army, he experienced conflicts with many factions of the elite. His government was 
unable to pass a draft constitution within six months, as he had promised the public. He worried 
about a possible coup d’état from within the army ranks. Demonstrations assembled on the streets 
of Bangkok during his premiership, some threatening to end with violence, giving an excuse to 
certain army factions to seize control of Sanya’s government. Sanya’s concern may be seen as 
                                                          
8
 Ibid, pp. 74-75. 
9  David Morell and Chai-Anan Samudavanija, Political Conflict in Thailand: Reform, Reaction, Revolution 
(Massachusetts : Oelgeschlager, Gunn&Hain, Publishers, Inc. 1981), pp. 241-242. 
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proof that his government was unstable, despite the monarchy and army’s complete support. 
Sanya and his civilian government were seen by some conservatives as weaklings.10  
Research is needed to shed light on the roles of Sanya Dharmasakti as interim prime 
minister. As a royally appointed prime minister fully supported by General Kris Srivara’s faction 
and the Royal family, the sources of his civilian government’s instability remain an open question. 
Some researchers have implied that any governmental instability derived from Sanya’s 
personality and behavior. Yet in a significant way, it also resulted from the fragmentation of 
authority in the Thai state after 14 October 1973. Although the incidents on that date, the 
monarchy’s power increased11 until it became one of the dominant political institutions in 
Thailand of the time. Sanya was indubitably one of the King’s men, but paradoxically 
administrated his government in a vulnerable way.  
 
1.2 Literature Review 
A survey of existing literature about Sanya Dharmasakti’s royally appointed prime 
ministership and the civilian governments after his office between 1973 and 1976 suggests that 
three categories of research exist. The first focuses on studying the active role that extra-
                                                          
10
 Bunchana Atthakorn, 16 Prime Ministers of Thailand: Personal Recollections (in Thai) (Bangkok: Prof. 
Bunchana Atthakorn Foundation, 1983), pp. 143-144. 
11 David Morell and Chai-Anan Samudavanija, Political Conflict in Thailand: Reform, Reaction , pp.  68-69.: 
Paul Handley, King Never Smiles: A Biography of Thailand’s Bhumibol Adulyadej (New Haven: Yale University 




bureaucratic forces played in politics between 1973 and 1976. The second is biographies and 
political documentaries about Sanya Dharmasakti. Thirdly, those directly address the role of 
Sanya as prime minister.  
 
1.2.1 A short-lived democratic government from 1973 to 1976 and extra-bureaucratic 
forces  
After the Siamese Revolution of 1932, the term bureaucratic polity, as coined by Fred W. 
Riggs, became a pertinent analytic concept for understanding Thai politics. High-ranking 
bureaucrats took control of the state as soon as the revolution was over. The bureaucratic norm 
came to direct decision-making processes. Extra-bureaucratic forces, including the rich, 
entrepreneurs, and businesspeople, depended upon bureaucrats to allow them to access the 
process. Due to the hierarchical structure of bureaucratic polity, only a small group of top 
bureaucrats achieved this level of importance.12    
However, after the 14 October 1973 incident, extra-bureaucratic forces attracted the 
attention of researchers. Student activists were one such extra-bureaucratic force, able to 
overthrow the military government through street politics. The researchers have attempted to 
conceptualize the causes of the student movement that emerged in the early 1970s. Radom 
Wongnom stated that Thanom ruled by dictatorship. The students sought freedom to criticize the 
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government, especially in cases of corruption, but commentary and public criticism were difficult 
to achieve under authoritarianism. As tensions grew and student demands were never responded 
by the government, protests were organized against the dictatorial government.13 Saneh Jamrik 
wrote a celebrated article, “Thai Politics and the October Revolution,”14 proposing that economic 
and social changes since Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat had developed the Kingdom with 
American financial assistance. Extra-bureaucratic forces had likewise developed that became 
dissatisfied with the military regime. Tension between the new forces and bureaucrats culminated 
with the bloodshed of 14 October 1973. Likhit Dhiravegin15 and Benedict Anderson,16 as well as 
Pasuk and Chris Baker
17 all agreed with Saneh, seeing Thailand as a member of the Free World 
camp led by the United States. Since the Sarit era, the U.S. was also prepared to develop 
Thailand’s free-market economy. The new forces had gradually developed because of the 
educational advances. As U.S. financial assistance helped to increase the number of university 
graduates in Thailand, national advancement followed. The students and graduates played leading 
roles in ending the military regime and challenging bureaucratic polity. 
                                                          
13
 Radom Wongnom, “Students as well as Undergraduate Students and Thai Politics,” Mitsamphan 2 
(January-February 1974): 1-67. 
14
 Saneh Jamrik, “Karn Meung Thai Kub Karn Patiwat Deun Tula[Thai Politics and the October Revolution]” 
Thammasat Review 3 (May 1974): 160-180 
15 Likhit Dhiravegin, Wiwatthanakarn Karn Mueng Karn Pok Krong Thai [Development of Thai Politics] 
tenth edition (Bangkok: Thammasat University Press, 2007) 
16 Benedict Anderson, “Withdrawal Symptom: Social and Cultural Aspects of the October 6 Coup,” 
Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars 3 (July-September 1977): 13-30. 
17
 Chris Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit, A History of Thailand, third edition, (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2014) 
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After the Thammasat University massacre on 6 October 1976, and the coup that followed 
the same night, the researchers have reconsidered the role of extra-bureaucratic forces. Chai-anan 
Samudhavanija and David Morell,
18 John Girling,19 and Robert F. Zimmerman20 have reexamined 
bureaucratic polity. All agree that after the 1973 incidents, former leaders of bureaucratic polity 
maintained this attitude. Although students played a leading role during the three years of 
democracy, older bureaucratic forces created right wing groups to vanquish the student 
movement. Finally, after the Thammasat University massacre on 6 October 1976, former 
bureaucratic forces and conservatives restored the old regime by staging a coup.  
By the mid-1980s, Thai politics gradually democratized due to accelerated economic 
growth and easing of the Cold War tensions. Extra-bureaucratic forces regained their importance, 
according to Thai studies researchers who point to the growing role of the middle class in 
Thailand. The bourgeoisie, the capitalist class owning most of society's wealth and means of 
production, in Bangkok and the provinces, chose to support the parliamentary system. Wealth and 
power were institutionally divdied into Members of Parliament. Bureaucrats gradually 
accommodated themselves by consolidating the parliamentary democracy.21 This development 
impacts any study of the 14 October 1973 incident. Ross Prizzia studied the role of students as 
                                                          
18
 Chai-Anan Samudhavanija and David Morell, Political Conflict in Thailand: Reform, Reaction and 
Revolution (Massachusetts: Oelgeschlager, Gunn and Hain Publishers , Inc, 1981) 
19 John Girling, Thailand: Society and Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1981) 
20 Robert F. Zimmerman, Reflections on the collapse of democracy in Thailand (Singapore : Institute of 
Sotheast Asian Studies, 1978) 
21




progressive forces since the “student revolution of 1973,”22 while Anek Laothamatas examined 
the roles of entrepreneurs since the 1970s.23   
Many publications have scrutinized student and anti-student initiatives in Thailand in the 
1970s. Kanungnit Tangjaitrong24 focused on the role of the National Student Center of Thailand 
from 1973 to 1976. Prajak Kongkrirati25 evaluated cultural politics of students before the 14 
October 1973 incident. Napaporn Ativanichayapong26weighed the transitional role of trade unions 
and workers from 1972 to 2002, concluding that workers and trade unions fought to defend their 
own working class interests and participated in protests against different social problems, but 
since 1976, trade unions emphasized only the defense of workers’ common interests and 
distanced their demonstrations from the subject of overall social inequality.  
Anti-student coalitions from 1973 to 1976 have also been investigated. Katherine Bowie27 
surveyed the Village Scout movement, campaigns founded by the border patrol police in 1971. 
These right-wing organizations played an important role in anti-Communist campaigns, and were 
                                                          
22 Ross Prizza, Thailand in Transition: the Role of Oppositional Forces (Honolulu: University of Hawaii 
Press, 1985) 
23 Anek Laothamatas, Business Associations and the New Political Economy of Thailand: From 
Bureaucratic Polity to Liberal Corporatism (Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 1992), pp. 21-40. 
24
 Kanungnit Tangjaitrong, Thoughts on Social Change of Those Involved in the Thai Student Movement, 
1973-1976: A Case Study of the National Student Center of Thailand (M. A. Thesis in History, Chulalongkorn 
University, 1987) 
25
 Prajak Kongkrirati, And Then the Movement Appears: Politics and Culture of Students and Scholars 
before 14 October (in Thai)  (Bangkok: Thammasat University Press, 2005) 
26
 Napaporn Ativanichayapong, Trade Unions and the Workers' Collective Action in Thailand: An 
Articulation of Social Movement Unionism and Economic Unionism, 1972-2002 (Ph.D. in Economics, 
Chulalongkorn University, 2002) 
27 Katherine Bowie, Rituals of National Loyalty:  An Anthropology of the State and the Village Scout 
Movement in Thailand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997) 
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one of the principle forces, with the police, to participate in the massacre of students. Tyrell 
Haberkorn produced an overview of violence and assassinations meted out to farmers’ leaders in 
northern Thailand from 1975 to 1976. Right-wing organizations were instruments of 
conservatives enraged by student, worker, and farmer activism.  
In conclusion, researchers have sustained interest in social movements and the role of 
extra-bureaucratic forces in the 1970s. Yet they have demonstrated scant concern with the role of 
Sanya Dharmasakti, who has generally been typed as a conservative and royalist. However, many 
factions existed among Thai elite groups. In addition, the monarchy was not able to compete 
hegemonic ally with all Thai elite groups at hand, compared to the situation in the early 1990s.28 
Therefore, the present research addresses conflicts between elite groups during the government of 





                                                          
28
 The Black May 1992 incident proved that the King held the consent of the elite and the masses. When 
intellectuals and well-known journalists asked the King to intervene to stop street violence in Bangkok, the King 
finally broadcast a special program, calling upon Prime Minister General Suchinda Kraprayoon and Colonel Major 
Chamlong Srimuang, as well as protest leaders, to end the confrontation. Suchinda replied by promising to draft a 
new constitution and declared an amnesty for all protesters. Unlike 14 October 1973, the secrecy of negotiations 
between student leaders, the military government and the King was maintained. The King did not broadcast or update 
negotiations in real time, but declared the result after their conclusion. Kittisak Sujitarom, Thai Newspapers’ and 
Public Intellectuals’ Views on the Status and Roles of Monarchy between 1992 and 1997 (M.A. thesis, Department of 
History, Thammasat University, 2014) 
11 
 
1.2.2 Biographies of Sanya and Political Documentation Studies 
 Several existing biographies of Sanya Dharmasakti, portraying him in his generally 
accepted public identities as honest jurist, pious follower of Buddha, and royalist. The first 
biography was published to coincide with his 80
th
 birthday in 1987, published by the National 
Council on Social Welfare of Thailand.29 This book collected basic biographical facts about 
Sanya. On the occasion of his 84th birthday in 1991, another biography appeared: Memorial Book 
of 84
th
 Anniversary of Professor Sanya Dharmmasakti, 
30 edited by Suksun Chirachariyavej. It is a 
quasi-biography of Sanya from birth to his Privy Council presidency, covering the years 1907 to 
1991. Suntisuk Sophonsiri edited another volume, Professor Sanya Dharmmasakti and 14 October 
73,
31
 focusing on Sanya’s role as administrator of Thammasat University until the 14 October 
1973 incident.  
 After his death of 6 January 2003, further biographies of Sanya were published in the 
form of cremation volumes for his funeral. Sanyadharmanusorn32 is one such example, dedicated 
to the memory of Sanya and his wife Phanga, who both died in 2002. Wimolphun 
                                                          
29 Memorial Book of the 80th Birthday Anniversary of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti on 5 April 1987  
(Bangkok: the National Council on Social Welfare of Thailand, 1987)  
30
  Suksun Chirachariyavej, editor, Memorial Book of the 84th Anniversary of Professor Sanya 
Dharmmasakti (Bangkok: Faculty of Law Foundation, 1991) 
31
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Phitathawatchai wrote a book dedicated to Sanya, entitled Sanya Dharmasakti: A Man of the 
Land,
33
 funded by the Faculty of Law, Thammasat University Foundation.  
 All of the aforementioned books contribute to biographical understanding of Sanya, but 
only recount his contributions during his work for the Court and Privy Council. They also praise 
his contributions as interim prime minister, a responsibility he never sought, but accepted when 
circumstances presented him with little or no choice. In addition, he was an honest jurist and 
devoted his life to study and practice the Buddha’s teaching, virtues which have led to his public 
acceptance as an exemplar of a good important person in Thailand.  
 In addition, political documentation published during in the 1970s supported Prime 
Minister Sanya. Pho Samlumjeak’s The Political Struggle of Prime Minister Sanya and President 
of National Assembly of Thailand Kukrit describes the significant political roles in Thai politics 
of Sanya and Kukrit after the 14 October 1973 uprising. Pho esteems both subjects as virtuous 
people, while bitterly attacking student activities as potentially supporting Communist Party of 
Thailand (CPT) propaganda. For example, the Ban Na Sai Incident in early 1974 negatively 
impacted Sanya and the Communist Suppression Operations Command (CSOC). Pho blames 
students for the fact that the People for Democracy group accused government personnel of 
killing villagers and burning their houses and barns, instead of the true culprits, according to Pho, 
CPT members. Pho also validates government suppression ventures using heavy weaponry.34 
                                                          
33 Wimolphan Phitathawatchai, Sanya Dharmasakti Khon Khong Phen Din [Sanya Dharmasakt:  a Man of 
the Land] (Bangkok: Sanya Dharmasakti Foundation, 2003) 
34
 Pho Samlumjeak, The Political Struggle of Prime Minister Sanya and the President of National Assembly 
of Thailand, Kukrit (In Thai) (Bangkok: Aumnuaysarn, 1974), pp. 195-200. 
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Writing under the pen name Thainoi, Salao Rekharuchi produced The Political Game of Sanya 
Dharmasakti, going into details about the first term of Sanya’s premiership, from October 1973 to  
May 1974.  Readers are informed that Sanya was a religious, highly moral person. After he was 
appointed as Prime Minister, he confronted many problems and political gamesmanship. Finally, 
he resigned the prime ministership, with a teary-eyed explanation of his decision on national 
television. However, the National Assembly voted to reappoint him. The two books of 
documentation about Sanya are wholly positive.  
 
 1.2.3 Role of Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti 
 Only one research work examines the role of Sanya as prime minister. Chantana 
Chainaken’s thesis, Politics during the Royally-appointed Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti, 
1973-7535 proposes that when political crises occurred during his administration, Sanya relied 
heavily upon the monarchy with support from the military. Sanya was finally able to complete 
two key goals by promulgating the constitution of 1974 and holding a general election in February 
1975. Informative detail is provided about conflicts between the National Assembly and Sanya’s 
cabinet, especially for the constitutional drafting process and asset forfeiture of the Thanom-
Praphat families. Sanya was under pressure from National Assembly members, Chantana reminds 
                                                          
35 Chantana Chainaken, Politics during the Royally-appointed Prime Minister Sany Dharmasakti, 1973-1975 
A.D. (M.A. Thesis Faculty of Arts Thammasat University, 2011) 
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us. But the King and Kris supported him and offered advice until his government held a general 
election in January 1975.  
  Significant issues that are not addressed include the role of student activists, disapproved 
of by factions of the Thai elite, which led to conflicts. As student protesters became more 
prominent in political events after the 14 October 1973 incident, they organized demonstrations 
calling attention to matters of social justice, while helping farmers and workers to organize their 
own protests. These demonstrations endangered the security and the lucrative income of 
bureaucratic personnel. For instance, the anti-American campaign organized by students pressured 
the Sanya’s government to remove American troops from Thailand. The Thai military had 
depended upon financial support from the United States since the 1950s. Certainly, some high 
ranking military personnel were dissatisfied with the student campaign.  
  
1.3 Research Questions 
 This research focuses on the roles of Sanya as he faced diverse political forces after the 14 
October 1973 incident. Also analyzed are conflicts among elite factions during his premiership 
from October 1973 to early 1975. From the literature review and background information, three 
main questions are addressed: 
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 1) Why was Sanya appointed by the King to serve as interim prime minister? Sanya 
became prime minister after political turmoil. Which factors influenced the King’s choice of 
Sanya as prime ministerial appointee? 
 2) How and why was the notion of Rajapracha Samasai important in Thailand in the 
1970s? Since the 1971 coup d'état led by Thanom, the royalists had an attempt to introduce the 
notion of Rajapracha Samasai to solve political problems by increasing the monarchy’s power. 
After the 14 October 1973 incident, the royaltists who became members of Constitution Drafting 
Committee drafted the constitution by using the concept of Rajapracha Samasai. Article 105 
stiulates that the “The Privy Council compiles a secret list of 300 candidates to send to the House 
of Representatives for selection. The Representatives select 100 senators from the list.” This 
Article was not only accused by the progressive politicians, intellectuals and student activisits, 
but also the King’s ciricle and the royalists. Why those royalists needed to the monarchy to 
counterbalance the parliamentary insitution? However, the King and Sanya opposed the notion of 
Rajapracha Samasai. Why they really opposed this notion? Finally, why has the concept of 
Rajapracha Samasai influenced among Thai royalists until now?  
3) How did Sanya deal with student activists when they organized protests? This simple 
question is highly important for understanding the concerns of his cabinet and the King. Why did 
the King and Sanya ultimately distrust the student movement?  
 4) Why did many factions of the elite put pressure on Sanya as Royally appointed prime 
minister? The military dictatorship was overthrown by student-led demonstrations and General 
Kris did not send troops to suppress them. The King appointed Sanya as interim prime minister in 
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1973, arguably increasing his political legitimacy. However, Sanya’s cabinet was challenged by 
several factions of the elite in addition to student activism. The 1974 constitution was intended to 
be promulgated within six months, but was finally postponed for one year after delay by National 
Assembly members. Did the King secure undisputed hegemony among the Thai elite in the 
1970s?  
 
 1.4 Research Methodology and Evidence 
 One distinguishing aspect of the study of history is primary source research. Qualitative 
research was used to investigate the political roles of Sanya Dharmasakti as prime minister from 
1973 to 1975. Historical methodology emphasizing documentary analysis was applied to primary 
and other pertinent documentation.  
 Based on historical methodology, evidence was grouped into four types. In 2013, the 
Thammasat University Archives (TU Archives) opened a collection of documents from the private 
collection of Professor Sanya Dharmmasakti, including sources rarely made available to 
researchers. New findings are revealed from the documents in this collection, so a discussion of 





 1.4.1 TU Archives 
 Memoranda  
 The collection of Sanya’s memoranda (memos) is highly informative. His memorandum 
books are collected at TU archives, dating from his student days to his Privy Council presidency. 
This research utilizes his memos from his Supreme Court presidency in 1967 until the conclusion 
of his premiership in 1975. His memos make it possible to understand the emotions of Sanya at 
times of conflict. Historical actors whom Sanya dealt with, or opposed, appear in those memos. In 
addition, the memos trace the role of King Rama IX during Sanya’s prime ministership. Due to his 
close relationship with the Royal family circle, Prime Minister Sanya usually reported the 
government’s important decisions and policies directly to the King. Based upon an analytical 
reading of his memos, the present research explores the role of the King in Thai political events 
after 14 October 1973.  
 Cabinet Meeting Minutes from 1973 to 1975 
 Sanya’s private document collection includes the minutes of meetings held when he was 
prime minister, utilized in the present research to analyze his government policies.  
 Thammasat University Administrative Documents during Sanya’s Rectorship from 
1971 to 1973 
 This collection is instructive about Sanya’s administrative approach to his responsibilities 
as university rector. The political role of students began in 1969 after Thanom promulgated a new 
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constitution and held a general election in 1969. Students volunteered as election observers. The 
Sanya private document collection about his work as rector also pertains more generally as a 
source about Thammasat University student activism. Thammasat activists participated in many 
demonstrations against the military dictatorship after the 1971 coup d’état.    
 
 1.4.2 Other Sources 
Declassified Confidential Papers from the Central Intelligence Agency Special 
Collections Archive and the National Archives (United Kingdom) 
  During the Cold War, Thailand became an important U. S. ally in countering Communism. 
Foreign ambassadors observed and reported the current situation in Thailand to their home 
countries. Related documents cited in the research are in the collections of the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) Special Collections and the National Archives (United Kingdom).36 The CIA 
documents were downloadable from the agency’s official website. British ambassadors reported to 
their government about the latest developments in Thailand, sometimes visiting the King and 
other political figures to discern their opinions about current situations. Some of this information 
is not available in Thai language documents. Candid ambassadorial assessments of Thailand’s 
situation sheds a useful light on explaining viewpoints of great powers on the Sanya cabinet and 
the King. 
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1.5 Research Contributions 
This research about the political roles of Sanya Dharmmasakti aims to complement the 
status of monarchy in the 1970s. Researchers have asserted that the King “had become the most 
powerful figure in his nation’s political system.”37 The King intervened to end the violence of 14 
October 1973. However, the documentary evidence suggests that the King was unable to 
completely centralize political power in the Royal institution, due to fragmentation of authority.38 
State power was divided among military personnel, police, and officials who exploited resources 
to protect their own interests. There were many elite factions within the bureaucratic polity. 
Although Sanya was among the King most trusted subjects, his government was vulnerable to 
being ousted by a military coup.  
Another contribution of the present research is to reveal government policy through the 
prism of student activism. Sanya perceived growing student power in the 1970s and needed 
students to promote the new constitution. His governments therefore created educational 
programs for rural dwellers, to help them better understand constitutionalism and the 
parliamentary system. Students were sent to remote villages as propagandists for democracy. 
However, when student activities became more radical, they would in turn be isolated by, and 
alienated from, the government. Conservatives saw students as dangerous to the social order, 
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fearing that CPT influence had inspired student interest in Marxism, Leninism, and Maoism as 
well as their penchant for leftist words such as imperialist, feudalist, and capitalist.  
 Finally, Sanya was challenged by elite groups. National Assembly members criticized 
Sanya on many issues. For example, one assemblyman pressured Sanya to order the asset 
forfeiture of the Thanom-Praphat-Narong clique. Military personnel were unhappy with the 
student leadership campaign against U.S. interference. Entrepreneurs and landlords were also 
irked by student activists who organized workers and farmers to stage demonstrations. They 
chastised Sanya and his cabinet as too cowardly to suppress the student activists. Finally, conflicts 
among the elite and the fragmentation of authority contributed to the creation of right wing 
groups. Significantly, Sanya was not informed that vocational students had been organized by 
officials and military personnel working for the Internal Security Operations Command. 
 
 1.6 Chapter Organization 
  The structure of this thesis is intended to help readers understand the political roles of 
Prime Minister Sanya and the challenges he faced from student activists and elite factions.   
 After introduction, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2 focuses on the role of Sanya Dharmasakti 
after he served as dean of the Thammasat University Faculty of Law in 1968 and his appointment 
as Thammasat rector in 1971. This chapter shows that student political activism was sparked by 
the military dictatorship’s promulgation of a constitution in 1968 and the general election held in 
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early 1969. Initially, student activists were concerned about problems directly relating to 
themselves, such as the grading policy change of 1970. Gradually, students took an interest in 
more general socio-political problems. They organized discussion groups to debate university 
policies and political issues. The chapter indicates that the King was aware of student power on 
many campuses. When Sanya served as Thammasat University rector, the King advised him about 
university affairs. Finally, the chapter explains that the King and Sanya were supportive of 
student protests during the 14 October 1973 popular uprising.  
 Chapter 3 reveals that Sanya faced criticism from leftist groups such as the CPT and The 
Thai National Liberation Movement (TNLM). The government did not react to criticism from the 
CPT broadcast on the Voice of the People of Thailand shortwave radio station based in Kunming, 
China. TNLM was a leftist organization headquartered in Sweden. TNLM magazine was 
published and distributed among Thai students enrolled in overseas programs in Europe. Sayam 
Rat daily newspaper reprinted TNLM magazine articles harshly critical of  the monarchy and 
Sanya, which were a persistent concern to the prime minister. Finally, Sayam Rat was charged 
with lèse-majesté offenses and the Thai government issued an official letter of protest to Sweden 
about its contents.  
 Chapter 4 focuses on the concept of Rajapracha Samasai, or the mutual relationship 
between the King and his subjects. Rajapracha Samasai was coined by Kukrit Pramoj to resolve 
the problem of recurring coups d’état and preserve democracy. The idea was that the Royal 
institution played an important role in resolving political conflict by Royal intervention. The 
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National Assembly was populated by following Rajapracha Samasai. 2,436 National Convention 
members were selected by the King and his advisers, and each member submitted a list of 100 
names. The 299 individuals named most often were gathered into a new National Assembly. 
Chapter 4 reveals that Rajapracha Samasai was applied during the drafting process in the Senate 
for the constitution. 300 names were selected by the Privy Council and Government House chose 
100 of these to be appointed as senators. Chapter 4 indicates that Sanya, as a true royalist, 
disagreed with this Senate selection insofar as he anticipated that if the Privy Council named an 
unworthy candidate, the monarchy might be blamed by the public. The final section of the chapter 
evaluates debates about Senate selection among National Assembly members. Pridi and student 
activists also disapproved of the Senate handling of the constitutional draft. Finally, the King 
agreed with Sanya to amend the method for selecting senators.  
 Chapter 5 analyzes the relationship between Sanya and student activists, investigating 
cooperation between the government and student activists. Sanya expected students to promote 
democracy and constitutionalism in rural areas. However, the student movement became 
increasingly radical. Sanya faced challenges from a new alliance between student organizers who 
applied their experience and skills to assist activism of farmers and workers. The final section 
shows how Sanya and his cabinet ultimately distrusted student activism.  
 Chapter 6 highlights conflicts among elite factions by focusing on two events; first, the 
organization of the Royal cremation for the heroes of 14 October 1973. The second is the return of 
Thanom and his wife to Thailand. These two events exacerbated tensions among Sanya’s 
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government, students and conservative elite factions. The conservatives execrated student 
activists, but were unable to persuade the government to suppress them. Finally, conservatives 
organized their own individual groups to oppose student activists. Sanya failed to handle the risky 
possibility that violence would result. The fragmentation of authority was the major cause for 
Sanya’s inability to control political unrest.   
 The concluding chapter provides a concise analysis of the roles of Sanya as prime 
minister, also evaluating the status of the Royally appointed prime minister to elucidate 














Professor Sanya Dharmasakti as Thammasat University Rector: Campus Political Conflicts 
and Interventions by the Monarchy, 1970-1973 
  
To mark the 80
th
 anniversary of the founding of Thammasat University, administrators 
issued a commemorative coin. The design features three outstanding Thammasat professors: Puey 
Ungphakorn, Pridi Banomyong and Sanya Dharmasakti,
39 all of whom made valuable 
contributions as university rector. All three were renowned as respected figures in Thai politics, 
yet depicting them together on a coin misleadingly implies that their views and policies were 
harmonious.   
 On the contrary, by the late 1970s, conflict was the rule among Thammasat University 
administrators, lecturers, and students. One faction led by Puey supported Pridi. Another was 
headed by administrators, Prime Minister Thanom Kittikachorn, and Sanya, with the significant 
support of  King Rama IX. One notable conflict originated in May 1970. When Pridi, still in exile, 
moved from China to spend his final years in France, Sanya became the caretaker rector of 
Thammasat University. Conflict within the campus reflected a certain unease at the governmental 
level. Pridi’s moves were a matter of concern to the Thai elite.  
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Factional conflicts were not caused by personality clashes, but rather by motivations of 
security for the monarchy and government. Conservatives felt significant worry about Pridi 
moving to France permanently. Pridi had shown interest in student movements that had played an 
important role in politics in the West since 1969. He gave speeches to students in France and 
England, which were transcribed and published in Thailand free of copyright.40 Was Pridi 
campaigning for a revived role in Thai educational politics? Possibly in response to these actions, 
the University administrative board, Thanom and the monarchy energetically supported Sanya’s 
appointment as rector to be renewed for a second term. Puey, the most popular candidate for 
rectorship among students and young lecturers, was rejected by the Thammasat University 
Council. Conservatives agreed that Puey had expressed political positions against those of 
Thanom and his relationship with Pridi was known to be close.  
In 1969, Thanom promulgated a new constitution and held a general election the 
following year. Political currents gradually became more democratic. Students played an 
increasing role in politics, producing pamphlets and magazines about socio-political problems, 
organizing movements, and forming discussion groups. They gained inspiration from the student 
movements in the West, such as the New Left, anti-Vietnam War, and hippie movements. This 
brief time of relatively open political expression ended when Thanom staged a coup against his 
own government in November 1971. Despite more rigorous enforcement of regulations about 
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political expression, students never entirely stopped political activism. At the same time, the elite 
were experiencing profound internecine conflicts. The monarchy disapproved of critical conflicts 
among high ranking military groups within the Thanom government, realizing that the growth of 
student power extended to attempts to participate in student-related activities on several 
campuses. In some cases, when conflicts existed on campuses, the King was directly involved in 
solving the problems. When the King backed Sanya’s reappointment as rector, he realized the 
potential of the student movement and was concerned about the increasing popularity of Pridi 
among student activists. 
Just before the events of 14 October 1973, a bitter conflict erupted between General Kris 
Srivara, Sanya, the monarchy on one side and Prime Minister Thamom on the other.  Thirayut 
Bunmee and ten activists had distributed leaflets calling for the immediate enactment of a new 
constitution. This initiative sparked student protests.  The King attentively followed events and 
advised Sanya, as rector of Thammasat University, a central assembly site for protesters, to side 
with the students. Thiswould suggest that the King supported student activism, in part due to his 
deep distrust of Thanom’s dictatorship. 
This chapter considers five points. The first is the appointment in 1968 of Sanya as 
member of the Privy Council and dean of Thammasat University Faculty of Law. The second is 
concern about Pridi’s activities as expressed by conservatives. The third is the role of the 
monarchy in operations of the elite institutions of higher learning, Kasetsart and Thammasat 
Universities. A further question is Puey’s role in counteracting Thanom’s coup against his own 
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government, and discord during the reappointment of Sanya as rector in 1973. The chapter ends 
by focusing on the conflict among elite factions during the 14 October 1973 popular uprising.  
 
2.1 First Step of a Political Career: Appointment of Sanya as a Privy Council 
Member and and as Dean of Faculty of Law, Thammasat University 
After he retired as President of the Supreme Court in 1967, Sanya was appointed a 
member of the Privy Council on 18 June 1968. Sanya had met the King when serving as President 
of the Supreme Court and the Thai Bar Association (TBA) under the Royal Patronage. At an 
annual TBA banquet, the King was invited to address the assembled guests and bestow 
membership certificates to new associates. During these events, Sanya had the opportunity to 
speak with the King and Queen Sirikit. This contact may have influenced his nomination to serve 
on the Privy Council. In an interview, Sanya would later recall the King’s interest in the courts and 
judicial system.41  
 On 5 September 1967, Sanya visited the King at Dusit Palace to say farewell on the 
occasion of his retirement. Sanya first contacted General Luang Sunarong (Thongchai 
Chotisathien), a Privy Council member, to request a private audience with the King and the 
Queen. Sanya and his wife Pa-nga Dharmasakti offered a flower and joss stick-candle worship set 
with gold offering bowls as a sign of respect. The King asked about his plans after retirement. 
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Sanya replied that he had devoted his life to Buddhism. Afterwards, the King and the Queen 
chatted informally with Sanya and his wife. The Queen asked Sanya about Buddhādasa Bhikkhu, 
an influential 20th century Thai ascetic-philosopher, because they had just visited him at Wat 
Thannamlai (Suan Mokkh), Chaiya, Surat Thani Province.42 Sanya admired the King’s knowledge 
of Buddhism. Besides, the King severely criticized the monk Phra Pimontham (At Asapho) who 
was disrobed during the Marshal Sarit dictatorship, when he became a political agitator.43 The 
meeting established that the King fully trusted Sanya, which resulted in his elevation to the Privy 
Council 
 Before Sanya bid farewell to the King, he confided, “I have already retired from work. If 
His Majesty has any ways for me to serve, it is my pleasure to serve you.” The King replied, “I 
have already considered this, but cannot tell you.” Sanya and Pa-nga prostrated themselves before 
the Royal couple. The Queen invited Sanya to an additional private dinner, as the King wanted to 
talk with him about many issues.44 As he noted, Sanya felt a strong need to work for the King 
after his retirement and was delighted by his personal visit with the royal family. For his part, the 
King was impressed by Sanya and needed his collaboration for royal projects.  
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Beyond Sanya’s expression of desire to work for the King, his reputation facilitated his 
being named to the Privy Council.  Sanya had acquired the nickname of Thailand’s Bao Zheng, 
referring to a government officer during China's Song Dynasty, renowned for his honesty and 
probity. In 1967, Sanya, as President of the Supreme Court, judged a bribery case against General 
Sucharit Charusanee, Minister of Agriculture and Cooperatives in Sarit’s government. Sucharit 
had granted a forestry concession to a company in a National Parks area in Betong District, Yala 
Province. Sanya and his colleagues sentenced Sucharit to 15 years’ imprisonment, with his wife 
Nomchit receiving a 10 year sentence. There was fear that senior army staff would prevent this 
judgment from being carried out, due to Sucharit’s seniority. That it did happen surprised many, 
and Sanya won praise for his integrity.45  
Sanya’s appointment as dean of Thammasat University Faculty of Law in 1968 facilitated 
his entry into politics.  In addition to serving as prime minister, Thanom was also president of the 
Thammasat University Council. Thanom invited Samya after had worked from 1936 to 1951 as a 
special lecturer at the faculty, feeling that recalcitrant law students would respond well to Sanya’s 
profoundly Buddhist approach to the subject.46 While he served as dean, student movements on 
different campuses played an increasing role in the Thai socio-political world. So Sanya 
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necessarily confronted student activism at Thammasat, on occasion activism that challenged the 
authority of the military government.  
 
2.2   Pridi’s Move to France Causing Anxiety to the Dictatorship and Monarchy  
 After the coup d’état of 8 November 1947, Pridi Banomyong went into exile in the 
People’s Republic of China.  On 26 February 1949, Pridi secretly returned to Thailand and staged 
a coup d’état, known as the Palace Rebellion (Kabot Wang Laung). The effort failed, and he 
returned to China for over two decades, fading away from Thai political scene.47 Although some 
reports about Pridi appeared in Thai media
48
 over these years, they failed to attract widespread 
public attention.  According to some reports, Pridi was guilty treason and regicide as a conspirator 
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in the assassination of King Rama VIII. He was more plausibly blamed for being responsible in 
part for changing Thailand from an absolute, to a constitutional, monarchy.49  
 Since Pridi’s move to France in May 1970, the Thanom government demonstrated interest 
in his permanent sojourn in the nation. Pridi contacted the Royal Thai Embassy in Paris to obtain 
the required birth certificate passport information in order to receive a civil service pension, 
which was not forthcoming after his exile in 1947. Phairot Jayanama, as Thai ambassador to 
France, rejected the request. Wicha Kuntamara was authorized by Pridi to represent him in a 
lawsuit in Thai civil court charging Phairot with breach of duty. Pridi needed the Thai Embassy in 
France to issue his documents in order to claim his pension. Eventually, he did obtain his pension 
and an indemnity from the government.50 By then, Pridi and his family were living in a house in 
the modest suburb of Antony, which he had sold his house in Silom, Bangkok in order to buy.51  
 The lawsuit filed to claim Pridi’s pension attracted considerable attention. Many well-
known Thai personalities traveled to France to visit Pridi, including HRH Prince Bhanubandhu 
Yugala; Thanat Khoman, who served as minister of foreign affairs from 1959 to 1971; Colonel 
Somkid Srisangkhom, representative of Udon Thani Province; Sutham Phatrakhom,  vice 
president of the Supreme Court; General Praphan Kulwichit,  permanent secretary at the Ministry 
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of Defense; and Dr. Puey Ungphakorn.52 In addition, Pridi was invited to address Thai student 
societies in many European countries after his move to France. 
 On 31 July 1970, Athinath Krunpoj, a representative of Ayutthaya Province, and ten 
members of parliament from the Saha Prachatai Party suggested to Air Chief Marshal Thawee 
Chulasap, party secretary, that Pridi be appointed as an economic consultant about Chinese 
matters. Thanom reacted with frustration. At that time, the government had just narrowly passed 
an excise law (B.E.2513; 1970).53 Athinath argued that Pridi had demonstrable ability in economic 
subjects and he was trusted by the Chinese Communist government to approach and negotiate 
with them. Pridi also helped to save Thailand from invasion by the Chinese Army. Meanwhile, as 
military dictator, Thanom formed the Saha Prachatai Party to retain power for what would be a 
brief democratic period as prime minister, from 1969 to 1971.  
 When Athinath’s suggestion about Pridi became public knowledge, Sayam Rat newspaper 
vehemently attacked the notion, declaring that Athinath had invited “Pridi, who fled from 
Thailand due to being accused of the regicide of King Ananda, has lived in China until his 
involuntary exile was interrupted. And Pridi may one day regain political power.”54 Sayam Rat 
also charged that Pridi would be an unsuitable economic consultant because Thailand’s current 
economic situation had evolved since 1932, and Pridi had had no direct involvement in Thai 
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public administration since 1947. He would be unable to negotiate with the Chinese government 
because he had no power over them. Sayam Rat did accept that Pridi should be allowed to return 
from exile, but must no longer be involved in Thai politics. He should “return to Thailand and live 
like a retiree.”55 Sayam Rat accused him of accepting Communist ideology, referring to his 
National Economic Policy or Yellow Book proposed to Parliament in 1933. Had Thanom 
appointed Pridi, accused of regicide in the eyes of some, as economic consultant, his government 
would be seen as opposing the monarchy.56 
 Deputy Prime Minister Praphat Charusathien derided the members of the Saha Prachatai 
Party who had proposed Pridi as economic advisor, calling them “ill. They are crying in an 
extraordinary way.” Praphat warned Pridi in an interview that “as a Thai citizen, he may return to 
Thailand, but he should be aware that he is only a private citizen…many people identify him as 
the “statesman,” but that must stop.”57 Observing Praphat’s interview, it may demonstrate that the 
government was unhappy with the spotlight that had been newly shone on Pridi’s activities. Nine 
members of the Saha Prachatai Party who had signed their names to request the appointment of 
Pridi as economic consultant now refused to support the nomination, claiming that Athinath had 
deceived them. The resolution that was intended to be proposed to Prime Minster Thanom was 
about suppressing Communism and internal conflict in Cambodia. After they had signed, the 
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resolution was changed to be about appointing Pridi as consultant.58 This story may have been a 
result of pressure applied to the nine party members by government leaders. Finally, the proposal 
to appoint Pridi was officially rejected because he was “accused of highly dangerous criminal 
actions, of which many Thai people suspected him. In addition, his innocence was never proven in 
court.” 59 
 Still more public attention was drawn to Pridi’s activities when Puey Ungphakorn traveled 
to France to visit him. In an interview printed at this time, while not banning his eventual return to 
his homeland, Thanom warned Pridi “not to do any action to destroy order and peace”60 in 
Thailand. Before Puey left Thailand to serve in the government overseas, he decided to pay his 
respects to Pridi, whose lectures he had attended as a student many years before. Thanom 
confided a message with Puey, reminding Pridi to “please avoid creating turmoil in Thailand right 
now.”61 
 Sayam Rat Weekly, owned by the royalist politician Mom Rajawongse Kukrit Pramoj, a 
descendant of the Thai royal family and great-grandson of King Rama II, published an article, 
“Puey-Pridi.” In it, Kukrit disapproved of Puey’s choice to see in France. As Puey was an expert in 
economics and education, he was generally expected to enter politics after reaching retirement 
age for his other activities. Puey was trusted by Thanom and Sarit Thanarat, but his visit to Pridi, 
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“who was accused of regicide and of being an enemy of the monarchy,” severely tarnished his 
image.62 Pridi considered the article defamatory, and on 16 September 1970, he sued Sayam Rat 
for libel.  The five defendants were Sayam Rat, Kukrit, Sumneng Khunthawatchana, Prachub 
Thong-urai, and Prayad So. Nakhanath.63 The Court, acting as mediator, negotiated a settlement 
between Sayam Rat and Pridi. On 14 April 1971, Sayam Rat was required to publish a full 
apology in the Sayam Rat Daily and Weekly editions, and Pridi agreed to withdraw the case for 
libel.64 The article had expressed royalist unease with Pridi’s plans after moving to France. The 
historian Somsak Jeumtheerasakul has argued that the royalists wished to silence Pridi, 
preventing him from offering opinions about Thai politics from France.65 Pridi’s self-defense was 
largely cited from The Devil's Discus, an investigation into the death of  King Rama VIII by the 
English-South African author Rayne Kruger.66  
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 Conservatives and the Thanom government were concerned that Pridi would find France 
more convenient as a base from which to issues articles and statements intended for Thailand than 
when he was in China. The defamation suit between Sayam Rat and Pridi reflected additional 
anxiety about his refound popularity with university students. The next section will consider the 
censorship of Tun Therd Luk Dome, a freely distributed Thammasat University Student Club 
magazine. When one issue ran a cover story about Pridi with his image, the magazines were 
seized by the Special Branch Bureau (SBB), a law enforcement agency under the Royal Thai 
Police Headquarters, and prevented from being distributed. 
 
2.3 Photo of Pridi Banomyong as Reproduced on the Cover of Tun Therd Luk Dome 
Magazine published by the section of Public Relations, Thammasat University Student 
Club, Suspicion by Conservatives before the events of 14 October 1973.  
 
 Just as the press and conservatives focused attention on Pridi during his lawsuit against 
Sayam Rat, students also began to take an interest in his story. Previously, Pridi was persona non 
grata in terms of voicing opinions in public discourse. Conservatives labeled him a “political 
devil,” a believer in Communism who was associated with the regicide of King Rama VIII. 
Official Thammasat University publications on special or ceremonial occasions neglected to 
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mention Pridi’s service as university rector and his political stances since the Siamese revolution 
of 1932.67 
 By 1969, students were more aware of Thailand’s socio-political situation. In June 1969, 
Thanom promulgated a new constitution which had been drafted for a decade. While 
promulgating the constitution, an election was held for Bangkok municipalities in February 1969. 
Students participated in the election as observers. In August 1968, 30 Thammasat University 
students assembled to establish a volunteer group of election monitors, allocating themselves by 
constituency.68 Students became increasingly involved, and by the 1969 general election, nearly 
3,000 students applied to serve as election monitors.69 Most were assigned to Bangkok 
constituencies and in Thonburi on the western bank of Chao Phraya River, opposite Bangkok. 
Seksan Prasertkul, a renowned student activist, served as election monitor for the Yothinburana 
School constituency.70 
 Student political awakening accompanied the rediscovered interest in Pridi’s story in 
Thailand. Supot Darntrakul played a meaningful role by publishing books about Pridi’s political 
roles, rebuilding his reputation. Pramote Phungsuthorn published a collection of his speeches.71 As 
Pridi’s renown grew, conservatives became increasingly agitated.  
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 At this point, conservatives and university administrators became frustrated when Tun 
Therd Luk Dome magazine, produced by the Thammasat University Student Club (TUSC) 
section of public relations printed a new issue to distribute among students. The cover reproduced 
a photo portrait of Pridi, likely taken soon after his move to France.72 Adul Wichiencharoen, 
founding dean of the Faculty of Liberal Arts and assistant to the rector for student affairs, was 
displeased. Pundit Bisalputra, president of the TUSC, asked Chaiwat Phaknilrat to alert the 
Special Branch Bureau,
73 which duly seized the entire printing, purchasing them to compensate 
for the monetary loss that no sales would have represented.  
 Student activists were unhappy that the TUSC committee was called in the Special Branch 
Bureau, seeing this as a limitation on the students’ freedom of expression. Leaflets were printed, 
criticizing the committee’s actions. The TUSC responded by charging that Thana Damrongmanee, 
head of public relations, and Thanya Chunchayatharn, Kachit Sitsamat, and Sayun Suthamsamai 
of the magazine’s editorial board, were servile towards Pridi the politician. They were also 
accused of attempting to work against the head of state, the monarchy.74 The conflict between the 
university club and editorial board was widely reported in the media. On 30 September 1970, a 
group of students requested to see the rector, Prince Wan Waithayakon, for a mutual discussion 
in the university auditorium. Prince Wan promised the students he would attend, while sharing his 
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response at a meeting of university administrators on 1 October. 75 Adul disagreed with Prince 
Wan on the grounds that the conflict would not be resolved if Prince Wan opened the auditorium 
to a free public debate. Thana had already been dismissed as head of public relations76, but he 
remained on the University Student Club Committee. Finally, a secret discussion and inquiry with 
University Student Club Committee members was held on 2 October 1970.77 
 According to the minutes of the secret meeting, administrators expressed anxiety about 
Pridi’s actions. Meeting participants included the editorial board of Tun Therd Luk Dome, the 
public relations section of TUSC, and staffs of 2513 [1970] a biannual publication. 
Representatives of student clubs and student committees from the faculties of law, political 
science, economics, social administration, commerce and accountancy, as well as the independent 
departments of journalism and mass communication were present.Representing university 
administration, Prince Wan presided over the meeting, and vice-rectors, and deans of faculties 
also attended.    
 At the confidential meeting, Thana explained the background story of the magazine, 
which was meant to be a monthly, but time and staff were lacking, so it became a biannual. 
Thana, as a member of the public relations committee, accepted primary responsibility for coping 
with production chores. Thana submitted a mock-up of the issue to the TUSC Committee. They 
were uneasy about the cover image of Pridi, and suggested that it be changed. Thana disagreed, 
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along with other committee members. So the committee passed a resolution prohibiting the 
distribution of that issue, and the magazine production budget was rolled over into the TUSC 
annual budget, although Thana had promised the committee that he would take personal 
responsibility for the budget. Chairat Phunilrat, a committee member, volunteered to store all the 
magazines in the student club office. 
However, Chairat reported the magazines to Pathumwan Police Station. Police seized the 
magazines, and brought them to the Special Branch Bureau building. Chairat asked Police Major 
General Chat Chawangkura, chief of the Special Branch, to purchase the magazines, as their 
budget was limited, promising to keep the magazines secret. Thana made a public statement 
denouncing the student club for asking the Special Branch Bureau to purchase all the magazines. 
He refused to produce leaflets criticizing the student club that were distributed on campus. When 
news of of the magazines’ seizure spread, eight committee members met in the office of Professor 
Adul and ordered the committee to dismiss Thana. Adul told Chao Thai newspaper that by 
selecting Pridi’s photo for the cover, the magazine had insulted the King. Sayam Rat unjustly 
blamed the editorial board for this action.78 
 After Thana had finished explaining, Chairat defended himself for alerting the Special 
Branch Bureau on the club’s behalf. Other club committee members had tried to ask for a progress 
report on the magazine’s production. Thana tried to avoid going into details. The committee only 
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saw the magazines after they had been printed, and were upset to see a photo of Pridi on the 
cover, in addition to some articles with inappropriate content. The committee agreed to halt 
distribution of the issue to students. Chai Karnchanakom, a lecturer at the Faculty of Economics, 
informed the student club that the Special Branch Bureau was aware of the magazine and if it 
were distributed, it would create serious problems for the club.79 
 In the interview with Chao Thai, Adul explained that he argued with Thana after the 
leaflets were being sent out. Asked how the administrators stopped the conflict, Adul replied that 
he decided to grant an interview to the newspaper as assistant to the Rector for Student Affairs. 
But Adul claimed that he did not give any interview to Sayam Rat. They criticized the editorial 
board independently. Adul asked Chai, who knew Thana, why he possessed five copies of the 
magazines, while Adul never received a single one as student affairs supervisor. Chai received the 
magazines directly from Thana, four instead of five copies, after the student club had already 
been reported to the Special Branch Bureau. He distributed these to Professor Sangvien 
Intaravichai, dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Accountancy; Professor Wichit Lulitanon, 
dean of the Faculty of Law; and Professor Puey Ungphakorn, dean of the Faculty of Economics, 
which left him with only one copy for himself.80  
 Chairat accused of Thana of concealing the truth about choosing a photo of Pridi for the 
cover. At the clandestine meeting, a student asked Thana whether he intended to conceal the 
photo of Pridi. Thana replied that he had no intention to conceal it, and the student club 
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committee never asked to see a mock-up of the magazine. Pundit asked to see after the magazine 
only after it had been printed, whereupon the problems began.81    
Thana justified himself by stating that he planned to publish a biography of Pridi. Jaran 
Ditapichai, a student at the Faculty of Political Science and member of Sapha Na Dome, an 
independent discussion group organizing debates on political situations, asked Thana to explain 
why he posted a photo of Pridi with an announcement of the defamation case between Sayam Rat 
and the former on the announcement board of the TUSC. Jaran also asked Thana whether this 
caused Pridi’s photo to be featured on the magazine cover. Thana explained that he wanted to get 
the students’ attention. Thana was responsible for the key opening the announcement board. The 
committee had to repeatedly request the key to remove Pridi’s photo from the item about the 
claim for defamation.  Thana refused to relinquish the key. Someone finally broke the glass to 
remove the image.82 This incident was also reported in Chao Thai newspaper.83  
 The committee avoided identifying the person who removed Pridi’s photo from the board, 
instead persuading the audience at the meeting that Thana was at the service of Pridi. They noted 
that Thana received documents about the defamation claim from Thanya Chunchathran, an 
editorial board member who worked for Thong Thai newspaper, a publication headed by senior 
journalists who played a role in the 1950s coup. Many had known Pridi personally. Thong Thai 
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was formerly titled Phet Thai, before changing its name again to Maharat.84 The committee 
alluded to Thanya working for Thong Thai to imply that the editor had produced the issue as a 
service to Pridi. 
 Invited to the secret meeting, Seksan Prasertkul asserted to the right to freedom of 
expression and criticized the committee for not respecting this right. He asked why the magazine 
was inappropriate. Chairat replied that the editor used freedom beyond reasonable limits. The 
magazines were printed on behalf of the TUSC, so the committee did not want anyone to exploit 
the magazines to serve or support any one individual.85 Chairat had earlier identified the 
individual as Pridi. Adul and most of the committee members were concerned about Pridi, seeing 
him as dangerous. Adul did not wish to spread information about Pridi to students. 
 The meeting was highly stressful. One question debated by the audience was who first had 
the idea to report the magazine to the Special Branch Bureau. Chairat mentioned that after Chai 
told him the Special Branch Bureau already knew about the magazines, the committee agreed to 
deal with the police to avoid damaging the university’s reputation. Chairat evidently feared that 
the magazine content seen as promoting Pridi was distributed to students. Popol Juthabunjerd, a 
committee member, argued that they agreed that he and Pundit would keep all magazines in the 
student club room. Chairat himself had suggested that the committee report the matter to the 
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police.86 Chairat explained that his suggestion was just one of the possible solutions. Had the 
committee disagreed, other approaches were possible. But the committee unanimously accepted 
his suggestion. Pundit admitted that Chairat’s entire account was truthful.87  
 Jaran suggested ironically that had the magazines supported Prime Minister Thanom, the 
student club would not be forbidden to distribute them.88 Other students charged the committee 
with cowardice, instead of protecting student rights and freedom, when the student club reported 
the magazines to the police and Adul bowed to governmental authority. One additional rumor had 
it that the magazines were distributed on the very day that King Rama IX visited Thammasat 
University. Wild public rumors ranged from accusing King Rama IX with involvement in the 
shooting death of King Rama VIII on the morning of 9 June 1946, to blaming Pridi for planning 
the assassination.89 The committee mentioned this unsubstantiated rumor associating Pridi with 
regicide as one motive to halt distribution of the magazine, in the spirit of preventing 
disparagement of the King.90  
 The photo of Pridi was also addressed at the meeting as a provocative gesture towards 
administrators and conservatives, beyond the magazine text supporting Pridi. Thanya had worked 
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as a journalist with Phaitoon KrueKeaw Na Lumphun, head of the Prachathipat party,
91 providing 
the cover photo to Thana, who discussed the image of Pridi with student committee members. Yet 
he avoided revealing who provided him with the photo of Pridi, newly arrived in France.92 Adul 
offered the further criticism that the magazine’s “third article expressed obvious support for 
Pridi.”93 The committee asserted that the third article endangered Thai security, following the 
Printing Act, B.E. 2484 (1941), but the meeting transcript did not indicate whether the subject was 
pursued by the committee.94  
  Student activists disagreed with the ban on distributing the magazines by the TUSC and 
university administrators, aware of their rights and freedom to debate socio-political problems. 
The activists asserted that the campus political environment had changed after the dictatorship 
was ousted on 14 October 1973
95. Unsurprisingly, administrators sided with the student club that 
acted to embargo the magazines.  
As he noted in a memo, Sanya lunched with Adul at Dusit Thani Hotel, Bangkok soon 
after the meeting. They talked of many occurrences at Thammasat University. Adul disliked 
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student activists, whom he saw as “leftists and agitators.” He was also not enthused about Puey, 
whom he faulted for anti-monarchical feeling.96 Puey had earned the respect of most students on 
campus, but Adul was dissatisfied with him, adhering to the conservative viewpoint. When Puey 
traveled to France to visit Pridi, he was scorned by conservatives as a “servant to Pridi, having 
adopted his plan to make trouble for Thailand.”97  
 At the lunch, Adul informed Sanya that he had visited the King to report about the 
magazine and Pridi photo matter. The King told Adul that “if Pridi returns to Thailand like any 
retiree, that would be fine. If he returns to become involved in politics, the King would oppose 
him.”98 Adul added that the King was well informed about Pridi’s activities.99 Since the late 1940s, 
Pridi had caused ever-increasing disquiet to conservative circles.  
 
2.4 Problems in Changing the Grading System and Intervention of the Monarchy at 
Thammasat Univsersity   
In 1970, the method of evaluating student achievement changed at Thammasat 
University, sparking protests after the new system negatively affected first-year students. Despite 
the limited scope of the problem, King Rama IX took an interest in the matter. He helped resolve 
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the problem by sending a suggestion through Sanya Dharmasakti, in a little-known 
intervention.100 This incident suggested that the King was aware of the rise of the university 
student power and the necessity of forming close ties with a group that would comprise Thai 
society’s future leaders. 
Before a letter grade system was adopted, Thammasat University used percentage scores, 
with 60% being a passing grade. After the first semester of 1970, 23 students were dismissed from 
the university for inadequate grades, and 400 placed on probation.101 Students posted 
announcements on public boards and sent a petition to the university administration. On 29 
December 1970, Adul introduced this problem at a Faculty of Liberal Arts meeting. The 
conclusion was that the new system would continue unaltered, and there was no effort to assist 
students who had been expelled.102 Students unable to adapt to the new system usually failed in 
English language studies, which counted for more credit other subjects.103  
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Student dissatisfaction with the grading system was reported to Thanom as president of 
Thammasat University Council.104 A resolution resulted, maintaining the new system, but also 
reinstating the 23 expelled students, while reducing the relative importance of English language 
studies. When students heard of the compromise, some residual frustration was felt. They marched 
to Government House, the offices of the Prime Minister of Thailand and appointed cabinet 
ministers, to ask Thanom to cancel the grading system.105 Bisarn Bisarnbutra, president of 
theTUSC, objected that the grading system had been introduced too rapidly, before the university 
was prepared to evaluate the results, so postponement would be the best option.106 Yet other Thai 
universities and teachers colleges had adopted the grading system before Thammasat University.  
At 10 am on 26 January 1971, about 1,000 Thammasat University students staged a 
protest at Government House, where they had made an appointment to meet with an official.  At 
noon, students broke down the front gate of Government House and entered the front yard, where 
they were quickly surrounded by a commando unit and other military forces.  Finally, Thanom, 
Praphat, Police General Prasert Ruchirawong, and Sanya negotiated with the students, promising 
to put the problem to the university council on 30 January 1971. Thanom temporarily halted the 
new grading system until the university council passed a resolution to deal with the ongoing 
problems. The students were satisfied with the governmental response.107 Before they rallied at 
Government House, they took a survey about the grading system that revealed a narrow 
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acceptance of the system.108 The Sapha Nadome group gathered to discuss problems of the 
grading system in front of the Dome building, Thammasat University’s administrative center on 
the Tha Prachan campus. Most students supported the grading system, so the real issue was 
misunderstandings between students and instructors on the subject of grading.109  
On 26 January, Prime Minister Thanom called Adul and Sanya as interim rector of 
Thammasat University to the Government House to help him and Praphat negotiate with the 
students. According to his memorandum, the students “ferociously” protested at Government 
House, yelling until Thanom agreed to speak with them.110 At 10:30pm, King Rama IX invited 
Sanya to meet him at Chitralada Royal Villa located within Dusit Palace, his unofficial 
permanent residence. The King expressed frustration over the events on campus and at 
Government House. He advised Sanya to have the university use both evaluation methods at the 
same time. Enrolled students would be allowed to independently choose either a percentage score 
or letter grade.111 
 On 27 January, Sanya called an urgent meeting with the university admistrators to decide 
whether students should be permitted to vote to cancel the grading system. Sanya had no wish to 
call for a University Council meeting, preferring Thanom’s decision to hold a referendum. But the 
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Secretary of the Thammasat University, Professor Sangvian Indaravijaya, disagreed with Sanya, 
feeling that the interim rector should call for the meeting. Sangvian did not approve of a 
referendum, preferring to let a university-wide resolution resolve the problem. He assumed that if 
the university held a referendum, the grading system might be cancelled. The vice rector for 
academic affairs had to resign, acknowledging his responsibility for the crisis. Sanya finally 
agreed with Sangvian, not wishing to appear to be powerless as prime minister.112  
 The University Council passed a resolution to reject the referendum. Sanya reported the 
resolution to Permanent Secretary Bunruen Buacharoon, who reported to Thanom. Sanya also 
conveyed the King’s advice about how to help the students. In the evening, Bunreun phoned 
Sanya to say that Thanom agreed with the resolution to cancel the referendum. Thanom expressed 
surprise that the King took an interest in this issue, and refused any comment on that subject.113  
 On 28 January, a representative of first year students who opposed the grading system met 
with Sanya, asking him to abolish it. Bisarn Bisarnbutra recommended to Sanya that students 
could select either a percentage or letter grade, as they wished. His recommendation resembled 
the King’s advice, so Sanya asked him to draft a letter expressing this opinion. A general meeting 
of the University Council, presided by Thanom, was held on 29 January to officially resolve to 
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continue the grading system. First year students for the academic year 1970 were permitted to 
choose which system they preferred, submitting their preferences by 1 March 1971.114  
 Yet the grading system conflict did not end there. On 4 February, Faculty of Liberal Arts 
lecturers expressed displeasure at the resolution. They protested at a faculty meeting and proposed 
sending a petition to Sanya with three demands: that only one grading method should be chosen, 
that the 29 January resolution be revised, and that all lecturers should gather to confer. Sanya met 
the lecturers at the faculty meeting and despite his efforts to explain, they insisted upon a single 
grading method. Sanya still clung to the dual evaluation as the best compromise way. The mood at 
the meeting was grim.115 Faculty of Liberal Arts lecturers interviewed in Thai Rath and The 
Bangkok Post harshly criticized Sanya,116 leading him to try further explanations and meetings. 
 As member of Privy Council, Sanya reported to the Bureau of the Royal Household, an 
agency of the monarchy of Thailand, about the growing conflict between Faculty of Liberal Arts 
lecturers and himself.  While students were pleased by the compromise, lecturers were bitterly 
unhappy. Professors Kasem Sirisamphan, Saneh Jammarik, and Suthep Atthakorn resigned as 
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assistant vice-rectors of academic affairs. They were dissatisfied because Sanya failed to discuss 
the matter with them. Sanya successfully persuaded Kasem, a close friend, not to resign.117  
 During the University Council meeting, Sanvien and Adul announced their resignations as 
secretary of the university and dean of Faculty of Liberal Arts. Adul complained that he was 
“always attacked before others, each time problems occurred... every time, in every case.” Sanya 
asked them to reconsider their resignations.118 On 16 February, Sanya wrote an update about the 
conflict to the Bureau of the Royal Household. The report said that the problem was concluded 
after the lecturers’ request was considered at a Faculty Senate meeting on 11 February. Lecturers 
were divided, with most preferring to avoid conflict by quieting their objections. The press, which 
had attacked Sanya, now supported him, worrying about lecturers trying to pressure for a change 
in the resolution which had passed by University Council vote.119  
 King Rama IX’s advice about the grading system went unreported in media. Possibly that 
Sanya tried to keep it sub rosa. Had the King’s advice been spread to the public, it might have 
been criticized by Liberal Arts lecturers and students, or made the subject of gossip. In this 
controversy, Sanya, in his roles as a Privy Council member and university administrator, served 
as link between the monarchy and students.  









 The grading system was introduced to Thammasat University by Puey Ungphakorn as 
head of a university academic affairs committee.120 Sanya annotated a report about the grading 
system problem to Thanom, to the effect that “this crisis about the grading system happened at 
Thammasat. After Puey did it, he ran away from the problem.”121  Although the grading system 
was used in many international universities, Thammasat University staffs were not prepared for a 
new system which confused students and lecturers.  
 
2.5 Attempts by the Thanom-Praphat Government to End Student Activism   
 
In 1961, a first five year development plan was launched to increase the number of 
university graduates. The government of Marshal Sarit Thanarat recruited new university 
lecturers with economic aid from the United States government. New lecturers with diplomas 
from Western nations were informed about social movement theory and practice overseas, 
including the New Left, student activism, and anti-Vietnam war protests. Thai students duly grew 
in socio-political awareness as well, taking an interest in socio-political criticism.122 From 1969 to 
1971, an interval of democratic rule period headed by Thanom, students at major universities 
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demonstrated in Bangkok. Issues were campus problems, rather than discontent with the 
government. For example, corrupt dealings in university property interests by Chulalongkorn 
University administrators in 1970, wait-listed students at Kasetsart University in 1971, and the 
grading system brouhaha at Thammasat University in 1971. Students demonstrated for their own 
interests, but Field Marshal Praphat was irked by their actions, telling an interviewer:  
“Students often staged demonstrations about many issues. Sometimes, 
students imitate other students. They do not realize that their actions 
make trouble for the nation. Students should not rally in the heat to 
call for something, but should name their representatives. It is so 
easy.”123 
Thanom decided to assemble university rectors at Government House on the subject of 
student demonstrations. Permanent Secretary Bunruen Buacharun presided over the meeting. The 
government asked university administrators to monitor student unions and clubs more strictly and 
revise student regulations accordingly. If students had petitions, universities should have centers 
for receiving them on each campus: “When there is a problem, call the prime minister first.”124 
Police should keep in close touch with lecturers.  
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University administrators felt that students were easily incited by persons from off-
campus and the media published articles to support student demonstrations. Some student leaders 
gained fame from participating in political activity: “Some need to make a scene.”125 Adul 
Wichienchareon agreed with the government’s advice. As representative of Thammasat 
University, Adul reported that the Special Branch Bureau kept in tight contact with university 
administrators. The media should take more responsibility for news reports which moved students 
to protest.126 Rapee Sagarik of Kasetsart University expressed discontent with the protest by wait-
listed students who were accepted for study alongside other undergrades. After one year, 
Kasertsart would terminate the wait-listed curriculum. The protest leader was president of the 
Kasertsart Student Union, who asked other universities to join them. Rapee added that some 
students used special relationships with lecturers to seek news updates from them. Permanent 
Secretary of the Ministry of University Affairs Prasert na Nagara suggested that universities 
should cooperate to promote academics, while reducing student activities. Several university 
administrators noted that politicians incited and supported student activism.127  
The minutes report the Thanom government’s dissatisfaction with the rise of the student 
movement, calling for rectors and university administrators to remind universities to monitor 
their students. Generally, protests and social activism are commonplace in democratic societies. 
Despite Prime Minister Thanom’s experience with a parliamentary system of government, 
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Thanom and Praphat were unable to tolerate criticism from members of parliament, being more 
accustomed to dictatorships. When Thanom staged a coup against his own government on 14 
November 1971, the period of democracy concluded.   
 
2.6 Letter from Nai Khem Yenying: Political Satire about the Coup d’état by Field 
Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn Against His Own Government, 1971  
 
  In the middle of 1971, a special election of representatives in Bangkok sparked a rumor 
that Puey Ungphakorn would resign as governor of the Bank of Thailand and dean of the Faculty 
of Economics to apply for candidacy as a representative. Mom Rajawongse Kukrit Pramoj and 
Meechai Weerawaithaya were leading candidates for the election. 128 Puey denied the rumor, 
explaining that he had no wish to become involved in politics, but would serve instead as visiting 
professor at Cambridge University for one year.129 He resigned from the Bank of Thailand in 
1971. The media covered the story widely and columnists urged him to run for office, as the 
media, junior faculty members, and students looked to him to be a leading politician for a new 
generation. 
 The government of Thanom and conservatives became disenchanted with Puey after he 
visited Pridi in France in 1970. After Thanom’s coup against his own government in November 
1971, Puey surprisingly penned an open allegorical missive opposing the coup, Letter from Nai 
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Khem Yenying to Nai Tamnu Kiartkong, Village Headman, Thai Charoen Village. It was first 
published in Setthasartsarn Chabub Chao Ban (Economics Journal, the popular edition) of March 
1972 as a satire of the coup d’état. Khem Yenying was an alias Puey had used during his combat 
in the Free Thai forces against the Japanese occupation during World War II. Nai Tamnu 
Kiarthong stood for Thanom and a village for Thailand. Thai Chareon village had been developed 
until it passed a common law, corresponding to Thailand’s constitution of 1969. Then, a village 
assembly was created for representing villagers, making laws, and debating residents’ problems, 
an allusion to Thailand’s parliamentary system. Tamnu (Thanom) and his cohorts decided to seize 
power and to dissolve the village assembly.  
 Nai Khem (Puey) proposed to Tamnu that the village common law must be restored by 
1972 and a new election for the dissolved village assembly organized. Abolishing common law 
was a threat to freedom of speech and expression. Young people annoyed Tamnu, but Khem and 
Tamnu could teach them the principles of Prachatham (social justice and freedom), instilling in 
their minds a love for freedom of thought, speech, and assembly. When the common law written 
according to the principles of Prachatham was restored, young people would feel grateful and 
would help the village to advance.130 Young people of the village represented university students. 
With this letter, Puey intended to criticize the dictatorship while supporting student activism 
growing on many campuses.   
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 When the letter was published, the Permanent Secretary wrote to Sanya as rector, 
instructing him to take action because the letter “might cause social disorder,” since Puey’s words 
encouraged readers to be dissatisfied with the government and possibly support Communism.131 
In fact, Puey’s letter had nothing to do with Communism. During the Cold War, one way to 
discourage criticism of the military government was to accuse the critics of Communism.  
 Winyu Wichitwathakarn, interim dean of the Thammasat University Faculty of 
Economics, sent a summary report to Sanya. On 10 April 1972, five faculty administrators, 
including Winyu, were invited to share a meal with Special Branch Bureau staff and officials 
from the Prime Minister's Office at a restaurant on Phetchaburi Road in Bangkok. The 
administrators asked the Special Branch Bureau about Puey’s letter, which the police did not 
believe was written by Puey, as it was signed Khem Yenying, even if the name Puey appeared in 
the introductory material. Puey made no secret of the fact that he wrote the letter.132 Regardless, 
the police advised Puey not to return to Thailand for the moment, serving instead as visiting 
professor at Cambridge University. At the restaurant, the police warned the university lecturers to 
behave carefully, as they had strong evidence, including a tape recording that might be used in 
court.133 Winyu admitted to the police that he decided to publish the open letter in The Economics 
Journal. He thought it contained a positive message about drafting a new constitution as quickly 
as possible. The police replied, “If you are thinking of changing the government, stop thinking. It 
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is not possible. When you do anything, please do it carefully and law abidingly. The Special 
Branch Bureau does not want to harm anyone.”134 
Sangwien Intrarawichai, as secretary of Thammasat University, wrote to summarize the 
case of the Puey’s letter to Sanya, after reading Winyu’s report. Sangwien blamed lecturers of the 
Faculty of Economics for commonly expressing opposition to the military government, and told 
Sanya that he did not trust Warin Wongharnchao
135
, editor of The Economic Journal. Sangwien 
admitted Warin’s academic abilities, but due to his frustration with the current political situation, 
acted arbitrarily, without thought of the consequences to the university. Lately his behavior had 
become quite aggressive. Sangwien told Sanya that he respected to the principle of freedom of 
speech and expression, but any action that might badly affect the university had to be 
prevented.136 The Permanent Secretary felt that the government would sanction Puey for the letter. 
Sangwien suggested to Sanya that this was merely a warning, so no response was needed about 
the case.137  
It did not matter whether the police knew that Puey had written the letter or were 
pretending not to know to win the trust of the Faculty of Economics administrators and draw 
more information about Puey from them. After the incident, Thanom was angry with his longtime 
associate, Puey. Students and junior lecturers at the Faculty of Economics usually targeted by 
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university administrators as too radical became increasingly admirative of Puey. In early 1973, 
new recruitment procedures for university rector resulted in conflicts between groups for and 
against Puey. Student activists and junior lecturers supported Puey as new rector, while older 
university administrators, University Council members, and the military government tried to 
block his nomination.   
 
 2.7 Monarchy and Distrust of Thanom’s Coup against His Own Government on 14 
November 1971  
 
 King Rama IX did not trust the military government. Mom Luang (M.L.) Dej Sanitwong, a 
member of Privy Council, noted the king’s opinion about the coup on 14 November and sent it to 
Sanya. The King was worried that this coup would impact the throne and monarchy. Dej asked 
Sanya whether the King would take legal responsibility for the coup by endorsing it, despite his 
fear that bloodshed might result from the anti-coup movement.138 The King alluded to the coup 
d’état staged by Sarit Thanarat on 20 October 1958, strongly supported by students and citizens, 
so no violence or impact upon the throne resulted.139 Dej’s note explained that the King distrusted 
the 1971 coup by Thanom. A British ambassador confirmed the King’s concern about the coup, 
reporting that he saw it as unnecessary. In 1972, King Rama IX did not name Prince 
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Vajiralongkorn as Crown Prince as an expression of his dissatisfaction with the coup, as he hoped 
that Thailand would be a country of constitutional monarchy and not a military dictatorship.140  
Poj Sarasin, a consultant to the coup government, contacted Sanya, a close friend since 
legal studies in London.141 Sanya asked Poj to inform him about the King’s role in endorsing the 
coup. Poj replied that the coup was willingly intended as service to the King, without the 
monarchy’s involvement in the decision. Poj also stated that if the King approved the interim 
constitution, it would guarantee power sharing between the monarchy and government. It was not 
like usual coup announcements exercising authority to control the state through limitless power.  
Poj criticized the impact of the King’s endorsement of the coup. If the coup was an 
accusation of poor administration, no resignations might follow. Generally, coups centralized state 
power. Were the King opposed to the coup, the “King might no longer be head of state.” Poj 
accepted that the interim constitution was good for the coup, but it had a commitment from the 
King to guarantee the legitimacy of the coup. Poj advised Sanya that the King, as the head of 
state, had written an official letter to acknowledge the coup. Although the 1969 constitution was 
terminated by the coup, the King requested that the coup officially legitimize the monarchy and 
Privy Council. In his view, the best way to protect the monarchy was if the King issued an 
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official letter to the coup.142  Finally, the coup was given approval to continue by the Privy 
Counci.143 
Poj understood the discontent of the monarchy and its network. The King did not see the 
necessity of the coup. In addition, U.S. policy encouraged Thailand’s status as a democratic 
country. The U.S. government was criticized by American media for supporting military 
governments internationally.144 Paul Henley noted that the King turned to support democracy and 
good governance after personally witnessing the anti-Vietnam War movement in America during 
an official state visit in 1967. Thailand was criticized by U. S. media as undemocratic, run by 
corrupt army generals. The U. S. should stop subsidizing the Thai government until Thailand 
changed its image. The King was eager to promulgate the 1969 Constitution, changing the regime 
from military dictatorship to constitutional monarchy.145  
 Since the late 1960s, the King publicly expressed his political opinions and occasional 
criticism of the government. The King privately visited students at elite universities, performing 
music with student bands, and talking with students and lecturers after shows. After the 1969 
election, the government of Thanom was less admired. He and his cabinet were criticized by 
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politicians of opposing parties, students, and the media. Conservatives, like Seni Pramoj, brother 
of Kukrit Pramoj, also attacked Thanom. Conservatives sought to increase the role of monarchy in 
Thai politics.146 The coup d’état was seen by many factions of the elite, including the King, as 
insufficiently motivated. To stop members of parliament from criticizing the government and 
political movements, a coup was staged, with supposed security reasons being unfounded.147   
 Sanya agreed with Poj that this approach might least impact the monarchy. Sanya and 
Chao Praya Srithammatibet (Jit Na Songkhla), a Privy Council member, suggested that the King 
issue a letter acknowledging the coup, as he had after the coup in 1958. Sanya drafted the royal 
acknowledgement letter, imitating the royal letter format used for Prime Minster Sarit on 20 
October 1958. Sanya sent the letter to the coup government at Royal Thai Armed Forces 
Headquarters, Sanam Suea Pa, Dusit, Bangkok. The coup government was permitted to publish 
the letter in newspapers on 27 November 1971.148 For the interim constitution, Sanya and Chao 
Praya Srithammatibet agreed that the monarchy would not be involved. If the interim constitution 
was promulgated too hastily and the King countersigned it, it might appear as a form of consent 
for the coup. But suppose the coup ended badly. The King would have to take responsibility for 
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the error. Although the King genuinely trusted Thanom149, the monarchy disagreed with the coup 
and worried about what would happen afterwards.  
 The years from the late 1960s to the early 1970s were especially important in Thailand’s 
modern political history. After the events of 14 October 1973, the monarchy ascended to a role 
with higher political power. As the military government declined, student activists rose in the 
sociopolitical influence, countering the government with protests. The King observed student 
influence on many campuses, and the Royal Family took care to participate in student activities, 
even getting involved in university affairs. In the next section, the King’s intervention in the case 
from 1971 of the expulsion of the Kasetsart University Student Center president will be 
examined.  
 
2.8 Expulsion of the Kasetsart University Student Center President in 1971 and a 
Petition Appealing to the King 
 
 In the 1960s, the King strengthened his relationship to university students through  
musical and other activities. When campus conflicts occurred, the King attempted to offer 
solutions to problems, sometimes interfering with university affairs through his own network. 
One example was when internal conflict grew at Kasetsart University between students and 
administrators until the university expelled the Kasetsart University Student Center president.  
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 At the start of June 1971, 400 wait-listed students at Kasetsart University demonstrated 
against the university at Government House. The wait-list program was cancelled and students 
were supposedly transferred to general or full-time degree programs, although the university was 
able to transfer only 15 percent of these students due to limited resources and lecturers. In April, 
students asked a member of parliament from the Sahaprachatai Party, then in the majority, to 
mention their problem to the prime minister.150 
 The wait-list curriculum was formulated in 1970. After the open admissions 
Ramkhamheng University was founded in 1971, Kasetsart University canceled its wait list 
program. Students were moved to the full-time program and studied the same curriculum as other 
students, leaving wait list students feeling unfairly underappreciated. Suthep Lukkanawichien, 
president of the Kasetsart University Student Center, sent a letter of protest to the university in 
late March, while students and Sahaprachathai Party members submitted a petition to Prime 
Minister Thanom Kittikachorn, president of the Kasetsart University Council.151 
Momjao Chakraphan Phensiri, Kasetsart University rector, responded by expelling 
Suthep, on the grounds of illegally inciting students. The economics student Phaibul 
Chaisompongphan, deputy president of the Kasertsart University Student Center and head of the 
Sapha Kafae (coffee council) discussion group, received a one year suspension. The university 
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implemented a new rule banning gatherings of more than seven students at a time.152 Wait list 
students protested this decree by distributing leaflets criticizing the university.153 The Thammasat 
University Student Union supported to Kasetsart University student protests, denouncing 
Suthep’s expulsion and the new rule limiting student gatherings as removing student freedoms. 
Sapha Na Dome issued an open letter, blaming Kasetsart University for its unreasonable attitude. 
To help Suthep and Phaibul, they sent a protest letter to the prime minister, distributing leaflets 
and threatening to sue university administrators. 154   
Kasetsart University and a conservative newspaper replied that eliminating the wait list 
program and transferring only 15 percent of its students to the full-time program provided the best 
solution to the problem. Sayam Rat fiercely criticized the wait list students as relatives of  
Sahaprachathai Party politicians. Suthep promised that if he won the presidential election, he 
would transfer all wait list students to the full-time program, which won votes for his campaign. 
Newly elected as president, he pressured university administrators to act accordingly, but they 
refused, disagreeing with his arguments and leading to further protests to compel the 
administrators to repair the damage their actions had done. 155 The newspaper reported that some 
students blamed Sapha Kafae and Suthep for ruining the Thai university tradition of seniority, 
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order, tradition, unity, and spirit (SOTUS).156 Suthep argued that the conflict took place before the 
election,
157 and since he won, he felt obliged to argue for fair treatment of the wait list students.158 
Thanom, as President of the Kasetsart University Council, received the student petition 
and overturned the expulsion of Suthep and the suspension of Phibul,
159 demonstrating his 
concern about the dramatic rise of student activism. He instructed senior officials working in 
university affairs to monitor student protests.160 
On 22 June 1971, the petition sent to Suthep was discussed in a cabinet meeting. The 
media reported that cabinet members seriously considered the petition. Finally, the cabinet agreed 
with the Kasetsart University rector to expel Suthep.161 After the cabinet meeting, Phaibul 
withdrew from his student status.162 But the conflict did not end there. 
 On 13 November 1971, Rengsak Suthakawathin, a student at the Faculty of Agriculture 
and Kasetsart University Student Council president, submitted a petition to King Rama IX, when 
the King was performing music with the Kasetsart University Band at the university auditorium. 
The petition stated that administrators did not offer any opportunity for two student leaders to 
explain or offer documentary evidence in self-defense. Sanctions occurred too hastily. 
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Administrators used seniority to force lecturers to agree with unfair orders to expel Suthep and 
suspend Phaibul.163 Rengsak asked the university to reinvestigate the matter.164 After his 
performance, the King promised the students and lecturers present at the performance that he 
would consider the petition himself. The King knew that Suthep had repeatedly misbehaved, and 
felt that students must obey university regulations, so this was not an unjust expulsion. Whether in 
Thailand or overseas, anyone who repeatedly violates the law should expect sanctions.165 
  The King’s decision to consider the petition himself meant intervening in university 
bureaucracy. Rengsak sent a set of document about the expulsion and suspension to the Bureau of 
the Royal Household, which evaluated the documents before approving a resolution on whether 
to have the cases reexamined.166 These occurrences show how the monarchy worked to build a 
relationship with university students as a future elite, possibly seeing the rise of student activism 
as potentially useful demonstration that the Royal Family supported constitutionalism and 
democracy after 1969.167 Usurprising, King Rama IX was dissatisfied with the 1971 coup. 
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Kasetsart University administrators did not dare publicly protest against Bureau of the 
Royal Household involvement. Chakraphan Phensiri, Kasetsart University rector, considered 
whether Rengsak’s petition could be prosecuted as lèse-majesté, concluding that he should be 
suspended for one academic year.168 The King informed Chakraphan that this case did not merit a 
lèse-majesté charge, but agreed with the university decision to sanction Suthep as reasonable. 
According to documentary proof, Suthep had violated to university regulations,169 so Rengsak’s 
petition to reexamine the case became invalid.  
 Although no change occurred about sanctions for the two student leaders, their cases 
confirmed that the King took an interest in student activism on Thai campuses, which was natural 
for someone who personally handed out diplomas to graduating seniors at generations of 
university ceremonies nationwide. The first year student protest against the grading system at 
Thammasat University and the expulsion of Suthep at Kasetsart University were not directly 
relevant to sociopolitical problems in Thailand. But in 1973, student activism was a major cause 
of overthrowing the military regime.  
 
2.9 Appointment of the Thammasat University Rector in 1973: Conflicts Between 
Puey and Sanya, as well as the Military Dictatorship  
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As student activism played an increasing role in politics, Sanya Dharmasakti became 
Thammasat University rector. After retiring as Supreme Court president, he was appointed a 
member of the Privy Council in 1968.170 Thanom then invited Sanya to be dean of the Thammasat 
University Faculty of Law. Sanya was well-known at Thammasat University as special lecturer at 
the Faculty of Law from the 1930s through the 1950s.  After his appointment as Chief Judge of 
Region 4 in Chiang Mai, he was no longer available to lecture at Thammasat. 171 
In 1970, Prince Wan Waithayakon resigned as Thammasat University rector for health 
reasons. Sanya was named interim rector. On 11 January 1971, when Sanya attended a Privy 
Council meeting, the King asked him about the next Thammasat rector. According to a memo 
kept by Sanya, the King suggested that Sanya would be the most appropriate choice for rector, as 
he was informed about administrative matters and current goings-on at the university, while 
enjoying the respect of students and lecturers. As for those who did not admire Sanya, the King 
advised him to disregard them. If Puey or Adul were appointed as rector, serious factional 
conflicts would ensue.172  
On 29 January, a major demonstration was held by students unhappy with the grading 
system. When Sanya reported to the situation on campus, the King again encouraged him to to be 
next rector, suggesting that he might order his chief aide-de-camp, General Admiral Momjao 
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Kalawannadit Ditsakul, to ask Thanom to name Sanya.173 Sanya respectfully rejected this idea, 
noting modestly that as a member of Privy Council, he feared making administrative errors if the  
King were popularly perceived to have supported his nomination as  rector, thereby reflecting 
badly on the monarchy. The King reasserted that Sanya was the most appropriate choice, due to 
his impressive background in legal work, as retired Supreme Court president. His membership on 
the Privy Council should be no obstacle. 174 
 Thanom duly contacted Sanya to ask him to serve as new Rector. Sanya did not 
immediately accept, asking Thanom as University Council president to ask for common consent 
among lecturers for the resolution.175 Sanya needed this support due to his own lack of self-
confidence in the role of rector. He perceived the intellectual climate and the  student activists had 
risen to challenge the government establishment.  
 The King asked for updates about Sanya’s appointment as rector. Sanya reported that 
Thanom had contacted him with the invitation that he did not immediately accept. The King had 
become aware of the rumor from the university of an undercurrent of refusal from lecturers and 
administrators, so he suggested that Sanya be patient.176 Thanom contacted Sanya repeatedly to 
persuade him to accept the position as the most suitable candidate, with superior academic and 
administrative qualifications. Finally, Thanom compelled University Council members to appoint 
Sanya as rector. Sanya wrote in a memo that he accepted, because the “King required him in this 
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position.” After refusing Thanom’s request repeatedly, “finally he surrendered to the King’s 
request.”177 On 1 April 1971, he was officially appointed rector, writing in a memo: “In fact, I had 
refused to be rector out of questions of stress and age, …but the King asked me to accept, so it 
became a Royal command.”178 Sanya was one of an inner circle genuinely trusted by the King. 
With student activism increasing in society, Sanya was the best choice as rector for the King, 
becoming a key link between students and lecturers with the King.   
When Thanom’s 14 November 1971 coup against his own government had concluded, the 
National Student Center of Thailand (NSCT) and student unions at different universities expressed 
opposition to the coup. Constitutionalism and the democratic parliament were terminated after 
only three years. Academic journals such as Sangkhomsart Parithat (Social Sciences Review) 
Chaiyaphruk, and Wittayasarn Parithat criticized the coup. Pamphlets and magazines costing one 
baht produced by independent discussion groups, such as Sapha Na Dome, Sapha Kafae Settham, 
and Chomrom Nang Sue Sangjun Club (Moonlight Tree Book Club) also slated the coup. These 
inexpensive publications provided a space for students to convey discontent with the coup. They 
also criticized sociopolitical situations and gave hope for a better society. These publications 
contained a mix of ideological discourses from nationalism to old and new leftist thought, and 
royalism. In 1971, Phai Khao (White Peril), edited by the Thammasat students Pichit 
Chongsatidwattana and Jaran Ditapichai, criticized the role of the United States and Thailand in 
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the Vietnam War. Phai Khao translated articles by Noam Chomsky and Bernard Russell, and 
reprinted critiques of imperialism by Thai Marxists from the late 1940s and 1950s. It also 
reprinted the well-known quotation from  King Rama VII upon abdicating the throne in 1934.179 In 
1971, Phai Khew (Green Peril), produced by Chiang Mai University political science students, 
faulted the role of the Thai military. A year later, Phai Lueng (Yellow Peril), produced by 
Kasetsart University’s Sapha Kafae, condemned Japanese businesses manipulating Thai markets 
and local industries.  
As NSCT secretary, Thirayut Bunmee promoted group awareness of sociopolitical issues, 
for example launching a campaign against goods made in Japan. The campaign drew attention 
and raised popular awareness of nationalism. The NSCT also organized campaigns against 
American troops based in Thailand, and demonstrated against the National Executive Council 
(NEC) Order No. 299,180 allowing the dictatorial regime direct bureaucratic control over the 
judiciary.181 Four out of nine Judicial Commission members were appointed by the Minister of 
Justice, who also served as Judicial Commission president.182 University students rallied against 
the decree until it was repealed.  
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Immediately after the coup of 19 November, the TUSC announced its opposition. 
University student association presidents joined to place wreathes at Democracy Monument, 
calling for a new constitution. The following day, university administrations and deans met 
urgently, deciding to send an official letter to Praphat Charusathien. The King also suggested that 
Sanya advise coup leaders to directly inform students that they would not be ruling Thailand for 
long, and the Kingdom would soon return to democratic status.  Sanya sent an official letter, 
asking Thanom to schedule a discussion with student representatives.183 On 5 January 1972, 
Worachai Asavadilokkul, Thammasat University Club president, met with government officials 
to ask the prime minister for permission to visit and offer New Year blessings, while also 
discussing government policy. The next day, they met Thanom, but he only granted permission to 
bless the government for the New Year celebration without answering student queries about coup 
policy.  
An announcement was issued that students had met the prime minister to bless the 
government on the occasion of New Year 1972, and the prime minister had asked the students to 
behave correctly.184 Some Thammasat students expressed frustration with the student club’s 
actions, and leaflets criticized the student club “meeting the prime minister and flattering him on 
the students’ behalf.”185 A member of the Faculty of Economics student committee blamed the 
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student club for harming the reputation of students.186 In response, the student club asked to visit 
Thanom again to reduce campus tension in the campus, but the prime minister refused, claiming 
that he was too busy with official duties.  
Sanya and the King tried to reduce tensions between students and the coup government, 
hoping to avoid violence. The coup government took little notice of student activists. Although the 
King and Sanya disliked the coup as did the student activists, they were determined that Thailand 
transition peacefully to democracy, unlike the students, so they put intense pressure on the coup 
government to draft a new constitution quickly.  
On 16 January 1973, Sanya had nearly completed his term as rector. He declared publicly 
that he would refuse to be reappointed. While serving as visiting professor at Cambridge 
University, Puey resigned as dean of the Faculty of Economics. His Open Letter of Nai Khem 
Yenying had caused trouble for him. The dictatorship watched his actions and some government 
staffers tried to pressure the government to sanction him.187 When Sanya refused another term as 
rector, the junior lecturers Ransun Thanapornphan, Pramote Nakornthap, Bunsanong 
Bunyothayan, Sombat Chanthornwong, and Thongchai Wongchaisuwan asked him to support 
Puey as replacement. Sanya was displeased by this request, viewing Puey and his disciples as 
having caused a mess at Thammasat University.188 
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Sanya wrote a letter to inform Praya Atthakareeniphon, president of the University 
Council, that he refused reappointment as rector. In addition, Sanya asked Adul to confirm 
whether he was ready to work with Puey. Adul informed Sanya that he might leave Thammasat 
and work for Ministry of Foreign Affairs due to his anger with junior lecturers who supported 
Puey as new rector. Adul criticized Puey and Pridi as anti-monarchists.189   
On the evening of 7 February, Puey visited the Faculty of Economics. Students and 
lecturers gave him a warm welcome upon his return from England. On 15 February, Puey made 
an appointment with Sanya at the rector’s office, informing him that he planned to apply for the 
rectorship. Puey admitted that he had caused problems with his letter of Nai Khem Yen Ying, 
angering Thanom and Praphat. Puey told Sanya that he would meet Thanom and Praphat alone to 
reconcile with them, a plan that failed. Instead, they rebuked Puey for his involvement in student 
activism.190  
Tension grew between supporters and opponents of the Puey as rector initiative. When 
Pramote Nakornthrap asked for permission to attend the meeting, Sanya refused. Outside the 
meeting room, Bunsanong waited for Sanya to pressure him to allow his participation, which 
Sanya refused, claiming that the meeting was threatened by his excess of enthusiasm for Puey. 
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Thanom informed Sanya that Bunsanong was highly educated, but behaved badly.191 Puey was 
supported by students and junior lecturers. The Phalangtham group, independent Faculty of Law 
student activists asked students who should be the next rector. Of 1,240 respondants, 850 voted 
for Puey, followed by 132  for Sanya, 90 for Kukrit Pramoj, and 49 for Adul. The dictatorship did 
not wish to appoint Puey, fearing he might incite students to demonstrate against them.192 
The Thammasat University Council met and the selection committee submitted names to 
be considered for the rectorship, including Jitti Tingsaphat, Puey Ungphakorn, and Adul 
Winchienchareon. On 12 March, Jitti and Adul withdrew themselves from consideration, leaving 
only Puey, whom the university council members disliked. Kurkrit asked Sanya to reconsider 
staying on, but he refused, insisting that he was retiring.  Kukrit and Bunchu Rojanasathien 
nevertheless proposed Sanya’s reappointment. Prayaatthakareeniphon (Sidhi Junnanon), the 
Thammasat University Council president, immediately approved this choice. Adul invited the 
attendees to applaud Sanya’s selection as rector.193 Sanya was stunned and shocked by these 
events, using Sanya as an unwilling political instrument for anti-Puey conservatives.  
When these results were known, the junior lecturers Pramote, Sombat Chanthronwong, 
Thawee Munnikorn, and Likhit Dhiravegin met Sanya and the university administrators Kasem 
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Sirisamphan and Sangvien Intharavichai. A serious quarrel resulted. The administrators claimed to 
reappoint Sanya because of his suitability, while Puey was unfit as the author of Nai Khem 
Yenying. Had the university council named Puey as rector, the government would have rejected 
him. Administrators did not want a fight with the government. Puey, although most admired by 
students, might lead them to confront the coup government. The junior lecturers demanded that 
the university council restart the selection process. Thawee critized Sanya for obtaining Thanom’s 
order to accept the rectorship. Sanya disagreed, explaining that he had never spoken with Thanom 
or Praphat before being appointed.194  
According to Sanya’s memorandum, great conflict existed among Thammasat lecturers. 
Sriraja Chareonpanij, a lecturer in law, consoled Sanya that a “conspiracy” to appoint important 
positions was normal, and that he himself had led abortive conspiracies to elect university council 
members..195 Pro-Puey groups, infuriated by Sanya’s appointment, protested the resolution. Six 
lecturers supporting Puey threatened to resign from their university lecturerships. The university 
council did not heed the Thammasat community that argued why Puey should be named rector.196   
Sanya was uncomfortable about being reappointed, realizing that his popularity among 
students and junior lecturers could not match Puey’s. However, economics students met with 
Sanya, asking him to not withdraw, since if he did, the dictatorship would send a subordinate to 
replace him. Although Sanya had been approved at the university council meeting, he was still 
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hesitatant to accept the position. He considered continuing on for a short time and then retiring. 
To students asking him to accept the appointment, Sanya replied, “Why should I? I am 
disesteemed!”197 Sanya felt unhappy to be rector when Puey was the most admired choice on 
campus.  
On 30 April 1973, Sanya was invited to a party organized by first year students of the 
Thailand National Defense College. He was an alumnus, in the same class as Thanom. Thanom, 
valedictorian, praised Sanya as a classmate, Privy Council member, Electricity Generating 
Authority of Thailand president, and Thammasat University rector. Although he had completed a 
four-year term, the government reappointed him. At the party, Thanom stated that if Sanya had 
declined to be rector, the university would have selected someone else. Finally, the university 
council decided to nominate Sanya to the government, which approved. At the time of the party, 
Sanya had not yet been officially endorsed by the government. A memo by Sanya describes 
Thanom-Praphat’s emotions when Sanya was renominated: “I (Sanya) sit apart from Praphat. 
General Praphat smiles at me. I shake my head - Prime Minister (Thanom) speaks to the audience, 
‘You (Sanya) cannot refuse, because a ministerial resolution has been passed.’ He (Thanom) giggles 
loudly.”198 The government was pleased to reappoint Sanya. Beforehand, Thanom had worried 
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that if Sanya had refused, a reliable person working for the government would have to leave the 
civil service to fill in. Meanwhile, political questions began to affect high school students.199 
The conflict was over. On 8 May, Puey and Winyu Wichitwathakarn visited Sanya at 
home to settle the matter. Puey asked Sanya to remain as rector, understanding that most 
university council members disliked him. Sanya told Puey that students admired him, mentioning 
that he had seen a poster with the phrase “Tia Puey (Dad Puey)” to celebrate his return from 
England. But Kesem Sirisanphan saw this poster as part of a Puey campaign for the rectorship. 
Winyu was surprised when the University Council president hastily reappointed Sanya to the 
government. The conversation at Sanya’s home ended harmoniously.200 
So, although Puey’s letter of Khem Yenying thrilled students and junior lecturers, it had 
seriously annoyed the dictatorship.201 In addition, the meeting between Pridi and Puey in France 
in 1970 created discontent in the coup government and among conservatives. After Pridi moved 
to France, he had returned to Thai politics in many ways. He addressed Thai students at European 
universities. In Thailand, Pridi’s story was revitalized by the author Suphot Dantrakul, who played 
a major role in restoring public awareness of Pridi’s life. Suphot tried to assert the innocence of 
Pridi in King Rama VIII’s death in 1946 and the achievements of the People’s Party (Khana 
Ratsadon). Since the 14 October 1973 incident, Pridi’s works gained high popularity among 
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students and younger readers. They were published and sold in Thailand due to his good 
relationships with many journalists.202 Puey was blocked by the government and university 
council members because of his criticism of the coup and his sense of personal gratitude towards 
Pridi. 
2.10 The Monarchy and Student Activism during the 14 October 1973 Popular 
Uprising 
 
The Royal family took an interest in the rise of student activism. The King took part in 
student activities at many universities. One such was in musical performances with university 
bands. The King invited university bands to play with his own jazz band at Suan Amphorn Park 
Radio Station. The King was established the radio station in 1952 at Amphorn Sathan Palace. Five 
years later, it was moved to Chitralada Royal Villa. Then the King decided to play music with 
university bands on campuses. After performances, the King usually held a private talk with the 
audience. Between 1967 and 1973, the King expressed his opinions about the current political 
situation. Some students were impressed by the King’s willingness to criticize dictators that their 
devotion to the monarchy was enhanced.203 Royal Family members joined university 
performances onstage with the King. Princess Maha Chakri Sirindhorn and Princess Chulabhorn, 
the Princess Srisavangavadhana were featured singers in the Thammasat University Main 
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Auditorium from 1966 to 1973.204 Adul told an interviewer that he had invited the King to play 
music with the Thammasat University Band as he had at Chulalongkorn University, to promote 
the idea of monarchism for Thammasat students and discourage radicalism.205 
After the dictatorship promulgated the constitution in 1968 and held general elections the 
following year, the political role of student activism gradually increased. The government turned 
Thailand into a parliamentary system, after U. S. government on the dictatorship to change its 
regime. American public opinion was inquiring why it offered economic and military support to a 
Thai military dictatorship. The Republic of Vietnam, backed by the U.S. government, held a 
general election in October 1967. In the same year, the U.S. embassy in Bangkok tried to pressure 
Thanom to draft and promulgate a new constitution as soon as possible.206 Praphat was interested 
in campaigning for the 1969 election. Before the election was held in February, Praphat as deputy 
prime minister urged an election. According to one rumor, Chamnun Yuwabul, Department of 
Provincial Administration director general for Bangkok, a mayor and close friend of Thanom was 
involved in the illicit purchase of land for 207 million baht to obtain an electoral advantage for the 
Praphat faction.207 
The U.S. government also helped Thanom-Praphat to form the Sahaprachathai Party by 
providing a budget for holding a 1969 general election, with financial support for the winning 
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party. They wanted Thanom to be prime minister of a parliamentary democracy, as U.S. Vietnam 
War policy continued.208 The important result of the election turned out to be students becoming a 
new political force, leading the struggle against the military dictatorship in 1973. 
The conflict among military factions, including Thanom, Praphat as well as Colonel 
Narong and General Kris Srivara, was one cause for the overthrowing of the military dictatorship 
on 14 October 1973. Tension within the army was increasing when Thanom and Praphat extended 
their tenure as supreme commanders. Kris, who had retired in 1974 and sought to be commander-
in-chief, was unhappy about their continuing. Praphat was still army commander-in-chief and 
commander of the Communist Suppression Operations Command.209  
Public discontent grew swiftly after the illegal hunting scandal of Thung Yai Naresuan 
Wildlife Sanctuary was published by the media. After this scandal, the King, who was already 
annoyed with Thanom and Praphat for what he saw as the unnecessary coup of 1971, turned his 
back on the government. The King supported student activists protesting dictatorships, as in 
alecture in the Thammasat Main Auditorium druing which he directly criticized the government 
and mentioned how student power was important to society.210 
In interview given after the 14 October 1973 events, Narong claimed that a counter-
Thanom group had gathered before the incident, including Kris Srivara, Air Marshall Thawee 
Chulasap, Police General Prachub Suntharangkul, Police General Withoon Yasawasdhi, Prakob 
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Hunthasingha, and Sanya Dharmasakti.211 In 1999, Withoon told an interviewer that he had been 
ordered by senior army staff to contact Thanom to release the thirteen activists arrested for 
distributing leaflets requesting a new constitution. The senior staffs were displeased when 
Thanom-Praphat extended their leadership.212 The counter-Thanom group and monarchy 
collaborated to oppose the government. The criticism resembled their criticism of the Communist 
Party of Thailand. The dictatorship was finally overthrown due to conflicts among the ruling 
class.213 Unsurprisingly, the counter-Thanom group and the King supported student activism, 
because they shared enemy with the students.214 
Sanya’s personal documents in the Thammasat University Archive note that Sanya as 
Privy Council member and Kris were of the same faction. The monarchy also firmly supported 
students campaigning against Thanom. This does not mean that students weer mere instruments 
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of  Kris and the monarchy. On the contrary, Kris and the King benefited considerably from 
student activists fighting the government in the streets. 
On 5 October, Threeyuth Bunmee held a press conference to establish a Calling for a 
Constitution group at the Monument to World War I Military Volunteers near Pramain Ground.  
They called for drafting a new constitution and quickly holding a general election. The next day, 
group activists distributed leaflets with these demands in downtown Bangkok and business 
centers such as Siam Squire. By the afternoon, twelve activists had been charged with the 1952 
Anti-Communism Act by Special Branch Bureau.215 Pheeraphol Treeyakasem, the TUSU 
president, reported to Sanya about the arrest of the activists. 
Sanya met Phreeraphol and Phumson Rojchanya on 8 October. Phreeraphol asked the 
university administrators to help the activists. Had the university not protected them, Pheeraphol 
feared that student anger would translate into uncontrollable aggression. Sanya sent a letter to the 
Minster of University Affairs, because the activist Pridi Bunsue was a lecturer at the Thammasat 
University Faculty of Economics. The student union sent a letter requesting information about the 
charges against the activists, expressing their concern about those in custody. Sanya hesitated to 
become involved with the thirteen activists who had staged demonstrations independently.216 At 
first, Phreeraphol suggested to Sanya that Thammasat should cancel all class meetings. Students 
had protested by refusing to take a final examination. Sanya and Deputy Rector Kasem disagreed 
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with this suggestion. In the evening, students shut down the university and chained all the 
buildings on Tha Prachan campus shut.217  
About 6am on 9 October, the students announced that they had shut down the university 
and final examinations would be postponed. They tried to raise a black flag to replace the national 
flag, but Adul forbade that. Khaseng Suksai, a member of parliament from Nakhon Phanom, 
northeastern Thailand, was among the 13 activists arrested. The Thammasat University Student 
Union and lecturers submitted a petition asking for their release. Thammasat had decided to 
postpone exams, but, the government forced the university to hold them according to the previous 
schedule.218 Phreeraphol met Sanya in the early morning at the latter’s home. He reported that the 
for the protest on the night of 8 October, the student union planned to chain campus buildings 
shut, put cement into keyholes, and disrupt elevator service.  
Professor Bunrod Bindhasun, minister of university affairs, required Sanya to hold final 
exams on schedule. A university administration meeting proposed a postponement due to unsafe 
conditions during the student protest. Student union staff waiting outside the meeting room for the 
resolution posted it on a bulletin board.219 Praphat asked Sanya to provide a police presence to 
guard the final exams on campus. When the deans learned of Praphat’s order, they protested it, 
worrying that police might clash with student protestors and others, causing injuries. As the 
meeting continued, Lord Chamberlain Momrajawong Thaweesun Radawan and Sanya phoned 
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each other repeatedly. Thaweesun told Sanya that the King agreed with the university resolution 
to postpone final exams.220 The King was paying attention to developments on campus, and his 
discontent with the dictatorship may have influenced his attitude to what developed into a major 
student protest.  
On 10 October, the Chulalongkorn University student government, and students from the 
Pranakorn Teacher College, Mahidol University Faculty of Medicine, and Pasarnmit College of 
Education joined the protests at Thammasat University. Sanya worked at an office of the Bureau 
of the Royal Household (BRH) in the Grand Palace and was unable to enter the campus, so he 
asked Kasem and Suthep Atthakorn to handle the situation.221 According to a memo, he had been 
invited by the Government Savings Bank to preside over the scholarship ceremony while advising 
Thaweesun about important BRH matters.222 The King expected Sanya to supervise the student 
protests, despite his inability to go on campus.   
 When the Thammasat University Student Union negotiated with Praphat to release the 
thirteen activists, Kasem contacted the Metropolitan Police Bureau. But Praphat did not remain in 
touch with him. While student protests heightened tension, Sanya and Thaweesun were in 
conference all day. At lunchtime, Thaweesun told Sanya that the King had tried to negotiate with 
the government to release the thirteen alleged offenders, who were all students. The rest were 
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liable to be prosecuted.223 He was already informed about the King’s suggestion to Admiral 
Anand Netroj, secretary general to the Prime Minister, and Withoon Yasawadhi.224 In the 
afternoon of 10 October, a crowd of students and demonstrators entered the campus. Thaweesun 
suggested that a note should be sent to the students entitled The Concern of Rector Sanya 
Dharmasakti (Kham Kungwol Jai Khong Athikarnbodi Sanya Dharmasakti), which was later 
printed in commemorative books about Sanya.  
In the evening, the King gave an audience to Sanya. Six issues comprised the conflict 
between the monarchy and Thanom’s government. First, the King encouraged Sanya that if he 
were expelled as rector by the government, he should accept. Most observers knew that Sanya had 
not wanted to be rector, but the King requested that he take the position. Therefore the King 
encouraged Sanya to fight during this serious challenge. The King said, “If we die, we must die 
together here!” 225 Sanya answered: “I am ready to fight, Your Majesty,” promising not to resign as 
rector immediately.  
 Secondly, Thanom, Praphat and Narong requested an audience with the King, but he did 
not trust them. The King would have asked for the release of all the activists except Khaiseng, had 
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they visited him.226 Thirdly, Pramoj Nakornthap needed the King’s intervention to solve the 
conflict. Fourthly, the police informed the King that the cabinet resolved to sanction the students. 
When Praphat attended a Ministry of Interior meeting on 8 October, he expressed a harsh attitude 
towards student activists, even before the Thammasat University events had begun. The King 
sensed that Praphat felt the need to violently suppress the student protesters.227 Fifthly, the King 
informed Sanya that the opponent, or Thanom-Praphat, wanted bloodshed to maintain power. 
Giving Sanya a Royal audience was an opportunity to warn him to remind lecturers to take care 
of the students. The King did not wish to see any bloodshed on campus. The final point was that 
Sanya had already written The Concern of Rector Sanya Dharmasakti to calm the students during 
their protests. When the note was published as a leaflet, the students were impressed that Sanya 
showed concern about their lives and safety.228   
As the above indicates, the King did not support the government, instead following up 
through Sanya to coordinate lecturers and student leaders, especially Pheeraphol.  The Thanom-
Prahphas dictatorship was overthrown by two major causes. First, conflicts among elites, 
comprising General Kris’s clique as well as the monarchy against the Thanom-Praphat clique 
ended with the resignation of Thanom-Praphat at the King’s request. The second cause was 
student activism, gathering university, vocational, and high school students amidst growing 
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discontent, who had been criticizing the coup for some time before the incident. They mobilized 




   The role of Sanya after the 14 October 1973 incident continued to be influential. Sanya 
had played an important role in coordinating between the monarchy and Thammasat University 
students as Privy Council member. As rector, he was trusted by Thammasat student leaders. 
Therefore, the King also entrusted him by naming him interim prime minister, well known to be a 
Royal appointment. Sanya’s main priority was to draft a new constitution within six months.   
 However, the political climate after 14 October 1973 was more open. Until 1976, activists 
and students would be able to stage protests or activism more freely than during past 
dictatorships. The media also had more freedom to criticize and scrutinize the government and 
bureaucracy. Different social movements demanded that Sanya respond to their demands, and the 
bureaucratic polity, composed of the military, police, and civil officials, also pressured him. They 
did not rely on student activists to uncover official problems or corruption.  
 The international context of the Vietnam War challenged the climate of open politics. The 
U.S.A. had a clear policy to reduce their military influence in Southeast Asia, withdrawing 
American troops from Indochina. The Thai military was concerned about this policy because the 
Communist Party of Thailand (CPT) fought the Thai government in rural areas. After the 14 
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October 1973 incident, Socialist and Marxist publications became popular with students and 
activists. The democratic climate reinforced the fear of mass activism that encouraged the CPT to 
infiltrate some groups. There was fear that the CPT sought to abolish the three fundamental 
institutions of the Thai state: nation, religion, and King, which sustained the bureaucratic polity. 
Some factions of the Thai elite were anguished about the situation, accusing Sanya to failing to 
control student activities.  
 How did Sanya, the royally appointed prime minister, deal with these problems?  How did 
he cope a student activism gaining an increasing role in Thai politics after 14 October 1973? And 
how did he face criticism from conservative ruling groups who saw him as a weak leader? In the 
Cold War era, appointed by the King, he could not escape from criticism by Thai leftists either. 
The next chapter analyzes the criticism of Sanya as Royally appointed prime minister by the Thai 
leftist groups.  













Criticism of the Royally Appointed Prime Minister Professor Sanya Dharmasakti  
by Thai Leftists 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 On 14 October 1973, King Bhumibol Adulyadej, using the royal prerogative, appointed as 
prime minister of Thailand, the Thai jurist, university professor and politician Sanya 
Dharmasakti. At that time, Sanya was widely accepted by Thai officials, students, and the press. It 
was widely believed that Sanya, as the rector of Thammasat University, had the right background 
to be named prime minister. He had also served as president of the Supreme Court and as a 
member of the Privy Council.229  In 2007, the Thai government nominated Sanya as one of the 
world's great personalities of the 20th century as recognized by UNESCO.230 
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 Sanya Dharmasakti was one of the most important figures in the politics of Thailand. After 
the 14 October 1973 uprising ended with violence,  King Bhuibol Adulyadej, his circle and other 
military factions demanded the exile of the 'Three Tyrants’: Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn 
(Prime Minister), Field Marshal Praphat Charusathein (Deputy Prime Minister), and Colonel 
Narong  Kittikachorn (son of Thanom and husband to Praphat’s daughter). In an unprecedented 
move, the King then appointed Sanya as the new prime minister. Sanya had been a close associate 
of the King and member of his Royal Privy Council. Sanya's task would be to lay down the 
process for drafting a new constitution and re-establishing an elected parliament. 
 It is often noted in the literature that a political outcome of the 14 October 1973 uprising 
was that the fall of military rule elevated the King to an extraordinary position and a supra-
constitutional force conciliating the bitter conflict of a nation, (for example David Morell and 
Chai- Anan Samudavanija, Chris Baker and Phasuk Phongpaichit, Thongchai Winichakul, 
Kobkua Suwannathat-Pian, Paul Henley and Kevin Hewison, Federico Ferrara231) because it was 
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the first time in Thailand’s modern history that “the King selected his own man to become prime 
minister---Sanya Dharmasakti”232 
 When Sanya became the new prime minister, most Thai citizens were satisfied with the 
appointment. Students, who had played a significant role in protesting against the military 
government, had no objection to Sanya's appointment. The press also widely supported the new 
government. It seemed that Thai society as a whole did not question Sanya’s appointment by the 
King. 
 In the aftermath of 14 October, large scale street protests took place almost daily. Public 
expression, in fact, had had more freedom under military rule, and the press published all shades 
of opinion. Writings of leftist authors such as Jit Phumisak, Kulap Saipradit, Ho Chi Minh, Mao, 
Lenin, Stalin and so on were all available in bookshops.233 David Morell and Chai- Anan 
Samudavanija saw that 1973 to 1976 was a period of open politics in which new groups, such as 
students, farmers and laborers participated in political life and challenged the traditional elite. 234 
It is important to ask whether Sanya’s Royally-backed government allowed the same freedom of 
public expression. The answer is absolutely not. 
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 Two political groups did voice disagreement with the appointment of Sanya: the 
Communist party of Thailand (CPT) and the Thai National Liberation Movement (TNLM), a Thai 
leftist student group based in Sweden. The CPT’s criticism of Sanya was not widely known at the 
time, but the TNLM received some public notoriety. The TNLM attacked Sanya and King 
Bhumibol in a bulletin which was published and distributed to Thai students studying abroad. 
When Sayam Rat, a conservative newspaper, reprinted excerpts of the critical texts, Thai royalists 
and the population at large showed adamant opposition to them. 
 Both sources of criticism were significant because of the decisive role that leftist 
movements played during the Cold War era in Thailand. Concerning Sanya's appointment by the 
King, Thai historical studies of that time rarely mention the leftist critique, despite the fact that 
the TNLM was the only publication which frankly and openly criticized Sanya and the King 
during the former's administration as prime minister. Also, it was extremely critical of the USA 
working with groups of the ruling elite. Nonetheless, even though both criticisms had a negative 
impact on the Thai monarchy and Sanya at that time, this story had faded away from Thai public 
memory and political history.  
With the recent release of Sanya Dharmasakti's personal documents, including the TNLM 
Bulletins preserved at the Thammasat University Archive, we know that his government kept a 
close eye on the TNLM’s activities because of their attack on the King, the most powerful figure 
in Thailand. For this reason, leftist dissent, such as that of the TNLM, is valuable as an object of 
study. The CPT’s documentation is also preserved at the Thammasat University Archive. 
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After surveying Sanya Dharmasakti’s personal documents and the CPT’s documentation, 
my research questions are (1) “how Sanya’s government reacted to these criticisms when they 
were published in the Thai public realm?” and (2) in the aftermath of 14 October 1973 uprising, 
public expression was free and all shades of opinion published in magazines and newspapers. 
“How could the royalist masses and Sayam Rat express their political standing against the 
increasingly open political climate?” The approach of this article is primarily empirical and 
analytical rather than theoretical, so using various sources from the archive and newspapers to 
answer these questions will be important.  
 Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to examine the reaction to the royally appointed 
Prime Minister Sanya by both the press and activist students. This chapter explores the criticisms 
of both leftist groups that were deemed dangerous to national security and the institution of the 
Thai monarchy. Then, TNLM’s use of rumors to discredit the royally-appointed government of 
Sanya is analyzed. The next section illustrates a hostile reaction against the TNLM by the Sayam 
Rat and the Thai royalist masses. Lastly, the chapter tries to assess why the TNLM’s ideas 
published after the 14 October incident were not accepted by students and consequently 





3.2 Opinions about the Royally Appointed Prime Minister Professor Sanya 
Dharmasakti as voiced in the Press. 
 An editorial from the Prachathiptai daily newspaper, a progressive publication from the 
1970s, presented a positive image of Sanya. The editorial explained that Sanya was the rector of 
Thammasat University when students were demonstrating at the university. He was able to calm 
the protests against the ‘three tyrants’. The editorial suggested that Sanya, newly appointed prime 
minister after the 14 October 1973 uprising, should reduce the role of the Thai army in national 
politics.235 
The Prachathiptai newspaper also launched a new section to which readers could send 
their writings, the “Khwam Hen” (Opinion) column. Most newspaper readers wanted Sanya to 
punish the three tyrants. They also believed that soldiers and policemen who used violence 
against demonstrators must be punished.  The majority of readers sought to prohibit military 
personnel from taking any political position in the Thai cabinet until they had retired from the 
army.236 
 The Sayam Rat daily newspaper and weekly magazine, with a conservative political 
outlook, enthusiastically supported Sanya. One Sayam Rat editorial expressed deep admiration 
for his integrity and background. He was the rector of Thammasat University, President of the 
Supreme Court, and a member of the Privy Council, showing his loyalty to the King.  The Sayam 
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Rat, editorial stated that he was the most suitable candidate as the leader of the royally appointed 
government, whose main purpose was to draft a new constitution.237 
Subsequently, the three tyrants fled the country and violence ended on 15 October 1973. 
Sayam Rat’s editorial called for Sanya’s government to punish them by applying Article 17 of the 
constitution of 1972 because they ordered troops to kill citizens.238Many articles in the newspaper 
praised Sanya with an exception being an article by Kukrit Pramoj on the front page of the 17 
October 1973 edition. Kukrit, a founder of Sayam Rat, claimed that Sanya was too cowardly to 
warn students to stop their political activism.239On 21 October 1973, Kukrit wrote again to 
explain that he was not in any personal conflict with Sanya. He understood that Sanya faced many 
obstacles to running the government just after the bitter conflict. At the end of his article, Kukrit 
included a note from Sanya thanking Kukrit for his useful advice about Sanya’s administration.240 
Generally, the Sayam Rat and Sayam Rat weekly magazine offered strong support to Sanya 
 The Bangkok Post is one of the major English newspapers in Thailand. The newspaper 
chose to decisively support Sanya. It praised Sanya as a “man of peace. A man who will make any 
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sacrifice for peace. And this is the kind of man which Thailand needs more than anyone else.”241 
Sanya was the most suitable candidate for Thai prime minister because “his philosophy…is 
equally as important as a privy councilor to the His Majesty, as well as his position as Vice 
President of the World Fellowship of Buddhists and the Buddhist Association of Thailand, give 
indication to deep religious and royal leanings---which at the point are vitally important to 
Thailand.”242 
 The Mahawittayalaai Newspaper was founded in 1959 by the department of journalism 
and mass communication of the Faculty of Social Administration at Thammasat University. At 
present, the newspapers are stored at the Library of the Faculty of Journalism and Mass 
Communications, but not the newspapers published during the events of 14 October. 
Mahawittayalaai, launched on 14 January 1974, referred to Sanya as still involved in the 
University’s business even though he was now prime minister. In several articles, the newspaper 
encouraged him to tackle various problems. Sanya was also interviewed in the January 14 issue 
on his opinions about students’ uniforms at the university. He said that the University policy 
allowed students to wear clothes of their own choice, but students should dress appropriately. He 
added that female student wearing uniforms were prettier.243 The Mahawittayalaai newspaper was 
controlled by the University, so it is not surprising that overall, the newspaper supported Prime 
Minster Sanya. 
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 A week after the 14 October uprising, few newspapers criticized the recent prime minister 
appointed by King. They were intensely interested in the fate of the students, especially the 
National Student Center of Thailand. They reported the number of injured and the condition of 
the casualties.244A number of newspapers wanted the government to arrest the three tyrants for 
criminal offenses, including corruption. 
 After Sanya’s government was formed on 16 October, criticism was heard that of the 29 
ministers, 13 had worked in the Thanom government which had a highly negative image. In fact, 
Sanya’s cabinet only retained seven senior soldiers and policemen from the previous 
administration who did not retire.245The press saw these ministers as Thanom’s clique, but Sanya 
was accepted by journalists who trusted his ability to lead the government through the political 
crisis. In addition, the interim government promised to draft a new constitution within six months, 
and dissolve the parliament.246 The commanders-in-chief of the Thai army, Thai navy, Thai air 
force and Commissioner-General were not part of the government, nor were named as ministers. 
This positively affected the cabinet because since the 1950s, senior military officer always 
occupied important positions in government.247Sanya invited General Kris Srivara to serve as the 
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minister of defense, but he refused to do so.248The Thai army likely had a negative image after the 
14 October uprising.  
 In fact, Kris had a deep conflict with the Thanom-Praphat-Narong clique. When Marshal 
Thanom and General Praphat were required to retire in 1971 and 1972 respectively, they 
postponed their own retirements. Kris, who was deputy commander-in-chef at the time, was 
unable to become the commander-in-chief.249After Kris succeeded Praphat as commander-in-chef, 
he wanted to show the public that he would not intervene in civilian government as the three 
tyrants had done. 
 In conclusion, mainstream daily newspapers of that time fully accepted the government of 
Sanya who was royally appointed by the King. Sanya was seen as a perfectly suitable prime 
minister. The press generally believed that his government was working in the short term to 
transition to democracy, but they never asked how appropriate King Bhumibol’s royal 
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3.3 The Student Movement and its Reaction to the Royally Appointed Government 
of Sanya Dharmasakti 
The student movement had scant reaction to Prime Minister Sanya’s appointment by the 
King according to the constitution of 1972. The legality of the rise of Prime Minister Sanya was 
unquestioned by students.250Most students were satisfied by Sanya’s appointment as prime 
minister. Thanya Chunshadatharn, one of the 13 activists imprisoned by Thanom’s government 
for distributing leaflets calling for a draft constitution, stated: “About 7.p.m., the King announced 
the appointment of Professor Sanya Dharmmasaki as prime minister. After I heard the news, I felt 
so peaceful in my mind. He is the most suitable to solve our current problems.”251 
On the night of 14 October, the National Student Center of Thailand (NSCT) issued a 
statement announcing they fully supported Sanya’s appointment by royal prerogative as prime 
minister because the new government was set up by the King, and was accepted by the Thai 
people. Furthermore, the government guaranteed the rights and freedoms of Thai citizen based on 
the principle of democracy.252A memoir by Jaran Ditapichai, a Thammasat University student 
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leader, stated that violence was continuing. On the night of 14 October, as soon as the King 
announced the appointment of Professor Sanya and the military government resigned, students 
and the general public hailed the news, cheering with joy.253 
Why were students highly supportive of Sanya as prime minister? One reason may be that 
when Sanya was the rector of Thammasat, he treated students with easy familiarity, inviting 
members of Sapha Na Dome, an independent student group, to drink coffee and talk. Sapha Na 
Dome became a leading group during the October uprising.254When problems arose over 
university matters, student leaders were able to meet him, even at his home. For example, 
Phreelaphol Triyakasem, head of the Thammasat University student union, informed Sanya at his 
home about a protest organized by students who wanted to cancel final examinations in the early 
morning of 9 October 1973.255 In addition, Sanya presented himself as a humble man and good 
teacher rather than a top executive. Nevertheless, he was the university rector and a member of 
the Privy Council advising the King. 
Some students had doubts about the rise of Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti.  Jiranand 
Pritpreecha, a member of the Thai People’s Center, had asked questions when she was leading a 
demonstration at Democracy Monument. She wanted to know why the new government included 
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ministers who worked for Thanom’s cabinet and whether they influenced Sanya in his new 
administration.256 
By contrast, Seksarn Prasertkul, a leader of the student movement, had no doubts about 
Sanya or his appointment by King Bhumibol. In addition, Seksarn wrote an article publicly 
named “Guildlines for a Stable Political System”, the main arguments of which were to reduce the 
power of bureaucracy and cancel laws that obstructed the right to demonstrate. At the same time, 
he argued that people must rely on themselves rather than governmental aid.257This article can be 
interpreted as articulating Saksarn’s strong hope for the political arena after the end of the 
military dictatorship. This hope was likely that Sanya and the interim government would transit 
from military to democratic rule.  
In conclusion, student movements had scant suspicion or criticism about the royally 
appointed Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti and his legitimacy.   
 
3.4 The Communist Party of Thailand and the Sanya Dharmasakti Government 
In mid – 1965, the Communist Party of Thailand (CPT) began to fight with heavy 
weapons against the military government headed by Thanom.
258
The CPT focused on activities in 
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rural regions rather than big cities. Since the early 1950s, the United States and Thailand have 
developed close relations. The cooperation between the Thai and American armed forces aimed 
to support U.S. military operations in Indochina. The military dictatorship also allowed U.S. 
forces to be based in Thailand. The military dictatorship actively opposed the CPT with 
governmental funds, troops, and weaponry. 
The military dictatorship was overthrown on 14 October 1973; the CPT saw the uprising 
as inevitable as a result of fascist rule. The corruption of the military dictatorship and military 
cooperation between the Thai and American armies made people dissatisfied. International 
developments like the Chinese Cultural Revolution, workers’ protests organized with student 
assistance in capitalist countries, and the dissemination of Marxism among intellectuals 
decreased the political power of the Thai army to some extent.259The CPT also asserted that after 
the 14 October uprising, students, intellectuals, farmers, and revolutionaries actively supported 
struggles against the central government and American imperialism in rural areas.260 
 The CPT had observed bitter conflicts among the ruling elite in the years preceding the 
uprising. The elite were split between allegiance to General Kris Srivara and the Thanom-Praphat-
Narong clique. On the afternoon of 13 October 1973, the crowd moved to the Chitlada Palace to 
avoid military persecution, and appealed to the King intervention. The CPT noted that Kris had 
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engaged in violence which started near the Palace on the morning of 14 October 1973. Finally, the 
King asked Thanom and his cohort to resign from their positions in government.261 
However, one critic who might have belonged to the CPT criticized the party’s focus on 
propaganda aimed at farmers in rural areas, but it was unable to incorporate to students and the 
middle class love for democracy.262In fact, the CPT members assigned no importance to the 
student movement in 1973 because it concentrated on developments in rural areas rather than in 
Bangkok. While the uprising was being staged in Bangkok, armed forces from the CPT attacked 
the Thai army in rural districts. On 14 October, a report from the Communist Suppression 
Operation Command (CSOC) stated that CPT forces shot down a Thai army helicopter in the Pua 
district of Nan province. In addition, a clash between CPT forces and the Thai army occurred in 
Ban Bak village in the Don Taln district of the Mukdaharn province. One soldier died in the 
village while many CPT members were killed and injured.263A book written by Udom Srisuwan, 
who served on the CPT politburo and was responsible for working in the Phupannoi area of 
Nongbualumphu province, stated that CSOC forces, headed by General Saiyud Kertphol operated 
                                                          
 261Thammasat University Archives, document of the Communist Party of Thailand, A 8.6/8.6 “Seminar 
Report: Analysis and assessment of 14 October 1973 Incident,” (1977). 
 
262
Thammasat University Archives, document of the Communist Party of Thailand, A 1.5/56 “The State of 
Thai Society,” (February, 1982). 
 
263
Thammasat University Archives, document of Communist Party of Thailand, A 1.5/28 “Introduction to A 
Brief History of the Fighting of Communist Party of Thailand,” (1977). 
107 
 
on 10 October 1973 with heavy weaponry. On October 14, there was a demonstration in Bangkok. 
In rural areas, the military operation to destroy the CPT forces was decreasing.264 
In the early 1970s, the CPT sector based in Bangkok was hardly involved in the student 
movement. The CPT members only distributed documents and books on leftist theory, party 
policy, and the history of the Communist movement around the world. The CPT set policy for its 
members who carefully ran the party’s work in Bangkok. Because Bangkok is the national center 
of bureaucracy and military bases, the CPT saw that a strategy which used weaponry was not 
suitable for the city, unlike in rural areas.265 
A key CPT publication offers the results of a seminar sponsored by the party, focusing on 
criticisms about 14 October 1973. After the Thammasat massacre on 6 October 1976, many 
students and activists decided to join the party. In 1977, a seminar was scheduled for the 61st 
office in Nan province. The CPT wanted students who had newly joined the party to meet senior 
members to learn about the false strategies of the student movement.266This publication concludes 
that the 14 October uprising had been caused by conflict among elites (General Kris Srivara and 
the monarchy versus the Thanom-Praphat-Narong clique) more than by the power of the masses 
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toppling military rule.267The seminar analyzed the post-14 October government led by Sanya, 
deciding that it had not changed significantly from military rule.  Citizens were not allowed to 
express their will to elect members of parliament. Nearly half of the ministers in Sanya’s cabinet 
had also served in Thanom’s cabinet.  
According to the seminar, the most important outcome of the uprising was that people 
dared to challenge state officials and showed their hatred for the system of state. This had a 
positive effect on the party’s movement.268However, conflict among the ruling elite raised much 
criticism. The seminar claimed that King Bhumibol and Sanya as the king’s follower attentively 
followed student activism at Thammasat University. The seminar tried to analyze who was most 
guilty for the loss of life. It blamed General Kris. If violence occurred, the three tyrants must be 
forced to step down from the government. Finally, Kris gained all benefits as commander-in-chief. 
269
Sanya, a follower of the King, was named prime minister to further maintain feudalism in 
Thailand’s society. Certainly, the CPT aligning with Maoism saw Thailand as having been a semi-
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colonial and semi-feudal country since the mid-19th century and that the only way to change this 
state was by staging a revolutionary the People’s war. Thus, the CPT criticized the impact of the 
14 October 1973 uprising as nothing more than the masses daring to defy the ruling elite. By the 
way, this seminar was set up in 1977 in a remote rural area, so CPT members could criticize the 
King and other elites frankly. 
Besides the seminar, there was another criticism of the CPT to oppose the interim 
government. As soon as the King appointed Sanya prime minister, the party made a formal 
statement to respond to the new government. A report from the Thai Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
was sent to Sanya’s office. The statement was broadcast from the Voice of the People of Thailand 
which had been established in Yunan, Southern China, in 1962. The Central Committee of the 
CPT issued a statement on 16 October 1973 which briefly stated that Thailand was not an 
independent and democratic country because Thai rulers still cooperated with feudalism, 
imperialism, and bureaucratic capitalism. So Sanya’s government was not the people’s 
government, for it still represented feudalism, imperialism, and bureaucratic capitalism. A true 
people’s government consists of workers, farmers, petit bourgeoisie, national bourgeoisie, and 
lovers of democracy. This type of government’s main policy was to get rid of the influence of 
imperialism. In contrast, the Thai new government could not change anything. Yet the CPT hoped 
that students, intellectuals, and citizens were aware of the new government’s rule.270 Generally, 
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reports from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were secret documents sent to the cabinet before 
meetings. Therefore, statements which Thai officials took note of from the CPT’s radio must be 
accurate. The CPT analyzed Sanya’s government according to its guidelines, concluding that 
Thailand was semi-colonial and feudal. The party believed this until it ceased in the early 1990s. 
However, not only the CPT disagreed with the legitimacy of Sanya. A political movement based 




3.5 The Thai National Liberation Movement Bulletin and its Criticism of the 
Royally Appointed Government of Sanya Dharmasakti 
Apart from the CPT which criticized the status of the royally appointed Sanya 
government, Thai intellectuals living in Europe also had fierce criticisms of Sanya. Their 
coalition was the “Thai National Liberation Movement” (TNLM). This movement produced its 
own publication, the Thai National Liberation Movement Bulletin (TNLM Bulletin271) printed in 
the Thai language because it served for Thai readers living in Europe. Accusations against the 
King by the TNLM made the most trouble for Sanya. When the TNLM accusations against the 
King were made available to a wider public by the Sayam Rat newspaper, this sparked a royalist    
movement among student. 
 
3.5.1 The Thai National Liberation Movement before the Royal Appointment of 
Sanya Dharmasakti  
 When Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn was prime minister, the Thai government was 
aware of the TNLM movement based in Sweden since 1971. The TNLM produced its own bi-
monthly bulletin of opinions and news, the TNLM Bulletin. Thanom began to observe the TNLM 
movement because its bulletin attacked the Monarchy.272 The headquarters of the TNLM was in 
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Stockholm, Sweden. The TNLM mailed bulletins to Thai student clubs in Europe, including 
Germany, Sweden, Great Britain and France. 
 Sunthorn Wongnongwa was the editor of the TNLM Bulletin. Sayam Rat reported that 
Sunthorn was born in Roi Ed province, northeastern Thailand, and worked as a salesman for a 
publisher.  After hearing a rumor about Sunthorn’s corruption by his employer, he resigned from 
his job. Then he worked for a Swedish company which sold offset printing machines, and he was 
sent to Sweden for training. He returned to Thailand and worked for this company for three years. 
Finally he married a Swedish woman and permanently moved to Sweden. 273 
The Thai National Intelligence Agency stated that Sunthorn, the most important member 
of the TNLM, planned to continue the movement. He referred to himself as a Thai student 
representative in Europe, and obtained materials for writing articles from Thailand. He was a 
PhD candidate in the faculty of political science (Chinese Studies) at Stockholm University.274 
The TNLM had eight members studying in Germany, Denmark, and Sweden and other European 
countries. Thai Muslim students were also among its members. Marxists and activists, in Sweden 
also helped the movement. 
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 Intelligence information about the TNLM was reported by the Thai embassy in 
Stockholm to the Thai National Agency. TNLM produced a bulletin in both Thai and Swedish, 
called TNLM Bulletin and Thailand Bulletinen respectively. The TNLM organized meetings in 
Scandinavian countries repeatedly.  On 2November 1973, the TNLM protested to the Thai 
embassy in Stockholm about the massacre of demonstrators in the14 October 1973 uprising. The 
TNLM was associated with the Front National Liberation, a Swedish political association 
working to liberate colonized countries, or countries dominated by a superpower. This Swedish 
organization actively supported North Vietnam. The report of the Thai National Intelligence 
Agency stated that the Front National Liberation aided the TNLM.275 
 The TNLM Bulletin expresses the main purposes of the organization.276It called for Thai 
people who hated Thanom’s despotic government and American imperialism to fight them. The 
movement proposed that anti-Thanom people should formed a patriotic front and seize Bangkok 
by force. The TNLM saw that if Bangkok was under control, it would be possible to seize all of 
Thailand. Several coups d’état had occurred in Thai history. When the military staged a coup, they 
sent tanks and troops to control many parts of Bangkok, and ordered a curfew.277 
 TNLM’s ideology was influenced by Marxism and shared some positions with the CPT. 
The CPT argued that since 1855, Thailand had been a semi-colonial country. After the Thai court 












signed the Bowring Treaty that year with Great Britain, the Thai economy was under the 
capitalist system centralized in the West. But the Thai elite could still exploit the Thai common 
people through a feudalist socio-econ system.278 So, the TNLM viewed the Thanom government 
as fascist and feudalist, exercising its power through the Constitution of 1972, written after the 
coup. 
 Ideas against American imperialism were remarkably similar between the CPT and the 
TNLM.  The TNLM believed that the Thamom government, which permitted the U.S. Air Force 
to establish bases in Thailand, led Thailand to be colonized by the U.S.A. The U.S. Air Force 
bases were installed to support the fight operating in Indochina against the North Vietnam’s 
forces. The TNLM admired the North Vietnamese who overcame U.S. forces during the Second 
Indochina War. North Vietnamese forces were held by the CPT as a great example to teach 
Thailand to fight American imperialism. The TNLM Bulletin stated that despite the American 
army’s higher technological weaponry and better funding to wage war in Vietnam, the 
Vietnamese people successfully collaborated in defeating them. Finally, Vietnam achieved 
independence from the “neo-colonizer.”279 North Vietnam’s example was used by the TNLM to 
incite the Thai people who hated Thanom’s government and American imperialism to fight the 
U.S. Army and the Thai military dictatorship. Most TNLM Bulletins discussed this issue.  
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 However, the TNLM strategy to seize Bangkok as a primary target differed from that of 
the CPT. The party focused on propagandizing in rural areas because Thai peasants, the largest 
population in Thailand, were very poor. The CPT recruited new members from peasant society 
due to their hardships. This strategy was called “the wilderness leads the city”280unlike the TNLM 
which sought to change the regime by controlling Bangkok first. 
 The TNLM Bulletin was circulated only among Thai student clubs in Europe in the early 
1970s. At this time, Thai student activists played an important role in political movements. The 
movement initiated by students used street protests, seminars, and the publication of magazines, 
cheap books, and pamphlets to criticize Thanom’s government’s policies. This student movement 
acted nonviolently.281 The TNLM disagreed with those movements because they felt that a 
nonviolent struggle by students was useless. The U.S. government was anxious about fighting 
with weapons, not nonviolence. The TNLM added that Thanom and his cabinet had their own 
instruments for suppressing criticism or political activism against the government, Article 17 of 
the 1972 constitution. The Article permitted the prime minister to execute or imprison anyone 
seen as a traitor. The TNLM offered the stories of Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King, Jr. 
whom TNLM claimed were unsuccessful in their political lives. India gained independence from 
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an English government headed by progressive politicians, while Martin Luther King Jr., the 
leader of a civil rights movement using nonviolent civil disobedience, was assassinated.282 
 On 17 September 1973, the Thai embassy in Germany reported that the TNLM Bulletin 
No.7 1973had contents that defamed King Bhumibol. Thanom was especially troubled by this. 
Previous editions had criticized Thanom and his cabinet, blaming Thai foreign policy for bowing 
to the U.S. government and the Thai military cooperation with the U.S.A. to fight against the 
North Vietnamese forces. However, this latest issue seriously accused the King.283 
An official statement was published in TNLM Bulletin. Its main goal was to reduce the 
United States’ influence in Thailand. On 15 February 1972, the TNLM claimed to form a Thai 
government-in-exile called “the Interim Government of Thai People”, based on five principles: 
1. True independence  
2. True democracy 
3. Neutrality 
4. Public safety 
5. Improvement of the economy for the well-being of the people284 
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 The TNLM discussed a resolution at a meeting held in Helsinki, Finland on 10 December 
1971. Most attendees at the meeting were Thais studying in Europe. The TNLM also claimed that 
this meeting had representatives drawn from farmers, teachers, civil servants, soldiers, 
policemen, merchants and Buddhist monks.285 This claim, however, was a political ploy and did 
not reflect their actual membership. To form a government-in-exile by the TNLM was also part of 
its strategy. The TNLM’s strategies were similar to other political movements which started from 
immigrant or international students in Europe or America. They often formed their organizations 
and launched political activities to gain support from Western political organizations, as the 
Leftist Union of Vietnam had won from France’s Communist Party286 
 The meeting report from Helsinki on February offered a solution. If Thailand had true 
democracy, people would consciously love liberty and fight against the U.S. Army. Moreover, the 
TNLM blamed the Thai royal family for obstructing the process of democratization. The TNLM 
stated that:   
“The person who ignored despot to cheat the national budget as he 
wish and invited enemies to the homeland was the present King. While 
His Majesty and Queen Sirikit are only interested in themselves, The 
Thai people confront the unhappy condition of their lives. King put his 
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signature of approval on the dictatorial government to oppress people 
and to distort the public budget.”287 
 The TNLM wanted Thailand to retain the monarchy, but sought to dismiss King 
Bhumibol on the grounds he was supposedly unable to be a good King because he sided with 
Prime Minister Thanom. If the King loved his people sincerely, he would halt the military 
dictatorship, and support government rule by the consent of the people.288 This comment was 
untrue in reality. The comment may be termed mere rhetoric, because the King had no right to 
dismiss a prime minister according to the Thai constitution.  
King Bhumibol was further defamed by the TNLM in his private life, blamed as a 
pleasure-seeker, who loved to drink strong whiskey every day, spent too much time playing the 
saxophone, and was involved in sexual scandals. In reality, there was no proof of such 
accusations, and Thailand’s lèse –majesté law kept the public from investigating them further. 
The TNLM Bulletin also faulted Queen Sirikit. According to these accusations, she spent most of 
her time on her physical appearance. As a good queen and wife, she should instead warn her 
husband to fulfill his duty as a good king, according to the TNLM.289 The TNLM attacked the 
King and the Queen’s private lives because this could help delegitimize the monarchy. 
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 In summary, the TNLM offered two main proposals. First, it suggested that the Thai 
people should fight with weaponry against American army operations in Thailand and Indochina. 
Second, the Thai people should seek a new government based on the will of the Thai people. 
Third, they should appoint a new king to replace King Bhumibol.  
 
3.5.2 The Criticism of the Thai National Liberation Movement against the Royal 
Appointment of Sanya Dharmasakti 
 The TNLM was tracked by Marshal Thanom’s government which saw it as a threat to 
internal security. Yet the Thai government kept this movement top secret. After the 14 October 
popular uprising, which ended violently, the TNLM issued a new TNLM Bulletin (No. 8, 1973) 
the theme of which was to commemorate those who had lost their lives in the incident. On 16 
November 1973, the office of the civil service commission received the new bulletin sent from 
the office of the superintendent of Thai students in Germany. The new bulletin defamed the King 
again and was considered lèse-majesté, so the office of the civil service commission reported to 
Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti. 
The Sayam Rat newspaper published on 20 November1973
290
 printed part of this 
Bulletin. Nopporn Bunyarit, the editor of Sayam Rat, and Kurtrit Pramoj, one of the periodical’s 
founders, decided to publish the excerpt from the TNLM Bulletin. They wanted to show that the 
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TNLM which operated in Europe had insulted the King. Sayam Rat selected two articles from the 
bulletin, one written by Suphot Bunnag, a member of the TNLM and a letter written by Vichit 
Phokhachai, a Thai student in England. Both articles were published on page 16 of Sayam Rat. 
After this publication, the TMLM became notorious in Thailand. 
Suphot’s article accused King Bhumibol of being largely responsible for loss of life in the 
14 October uprising. Marshal Thanom, Marshal Praphat, and Colonel Narong, who ruled the 
government during the uprising, worked for the Thai monarchy. King Bhumibol signed his name 
to endorse Thanom and Praphat as Marshal in the Thai army. King Bhumibol also endorsed the 
constitution of 1972, written under the Junta, which he should have vetoed. The TMLM insulted 
the King, asking why he did not warn Prime Minister Thanom to stop troops from attacking the 
demonstrators during the 14 October uprising. Suphot claimed that the King could have stopped 
violence, but did not do so. So, according to this logic, the King must accept responsibility for the 
bloodshed.291 Vichit Phokhachai’s letter expressed similar views. Vichit said that he had once 
respected Thai monarchy. Yet after the 14 October 1973 uprising, King Bhumibol could not keep 
the police and military from “using the weapons to kill students and citizens”. Therefore, the King 
no longer had the legitimacy to reign.292 
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On 22 November, Sayam Rat reported that a female radical student would arrive in 
Thailand to attack the monarchy and disturb the peace.293 A report from the office of the 
superintendent of Thai student in Germany was sent to the Thai government on 9 November. It 
stated that the office had received a secret letter from Austria. Israeli intelligence sent a letter to 
warn the Thai government a terrorist group called “Yellow Lion” planned an attack on the Thai 
and Japanese royal families. Its leader came to Bangkok to assassinate Queen Sirikit and conduct 
other forms of sabotage. The letter suggested that members of both royal families should avoid 
travel in Europe.294 Sanya ordered the Royal Thai Police to follow up on this, but there were no 
further reports, and the claim sounded incredible. So Sayam Rat decided to publish the story of 
Yellow Lion to frighten Thai readers, realizing that a movement was trying to abolish the Thai 
monarchy.  
 The TNLM stated that the Sayam Rat editorial team was right wing revisionists and 
undemocratic. It wanted to point out how King Bhumibol had overlooked the Thanom military 
government which brought in tanks and armed forces to kill students and citizens. The movement 
claimed that Marshal Thanom, Marshal Praphat, Colonel Narong, and King Bhumibol were 
absolutely the same clique. Professor Sanya was appointed as prime minister to replace Thanom 
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to maintain the power of the top elite.295 The TMLM had never sought to abolish the monarchy, 
but simply to change the King.296 
 It must be stated that the violence of the 14 October 1973 uprising occurred accidentally. 
The government and Royal Family did not expect violence to break out because student requests 
were already accepted by the government. For example, thirteen prisoners were released on the 
evening of 13 October.297 King Bhumibol had the royal secretary of the bureau of Royal 
Household order the government to release the activists and commanded Sanya as the rector of 
Thammasat University to look after students to avoid bloodshed.298Therefore, no one expected 
the violence that occurred near Chitlada Palace in the early morning of 14
th
 October. 
 Anti-American imperialism remained the TNLM’s main target in its political struggle. 
There were a series of scandals about American intervention in Thailand within one month. By 6 
January1974, Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the U.S. government apologized for Thai 
government because a CIA agent wrote counterfeit letters sent from Sakolnakorn province. The 
letters stated that the CPT had asked the Thai government for a ceasefire. Jumras, whose name 
appeared in the letter, was a pseudonym for Plueng Wannasri while he worked for the party. The 
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letters were sent to five newspaper offices.299Students disagreed with the CIA and protested 
against American intervention in Thailand.300 In late January, huts and barns were set on fire in 
Ban Na Sai Village, Bung Karn province when a special forces of border patrol police fought 
with the CPT forces. Finally, the Thai government received official permission to build a radar 
station on the mountain peak of Doi Inthanon.  
With regard to American intervention, the TNLM blamed Sanya Dharmmasaki for aiding 
the U.S. government. President Richard Nixon conducted a secret war, according to the TNLM as 
a tool of the “great greedy capitalist robber”, American investors and politicians. Sanya’s 
government was attacked by the TNLM “The government of the King upsets the people…the Ban 
Na Sai incident is the best example showing the injustice and brutality of officials in the King’s 
puppet government. They killed Thai people according to Nixon’s Theory”301 Sanya was blamed 
for not saving people’s lives.302The Sanya government was blamed for being strongly backed by 
the King. Additionally, his cabinet had officials who worked secretly for the CIA; especially the 
communist suppression operations command officials who threatened people’s lives and private 
property.303 
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 On 24 January 1974, Sayam Rat reported about the TNLM movement again
304
that many 
lecturers in Thai universities had received the special issue of the TNLM Bulletin, with the cover 
of the front page of Sayam Rat of 20 November 1973. Later, the TNLM used the same strategy 
when it reproduced the front page of Sayam Rat for 24 January 1974 as the cover of the TNLM 
Bulletin published early in April. Surely, the TNLM intended to respond to Sayam Rat’s actions.  
 In the special issue of the TNLM was published “a Letter from the Caretaker Government 
to Mr. Sanya,” claiming that members of the National Legislative Council were selected from 
among people closely related to the monarchy. Therefore, the National Council drafting the new 
constitution was mainly concerned with maintaining power and the interests of the King. In 
addition, officials, senior soldiers, members of National Legislative Council and the King 
cooperated with the CIA to sustain American imperialism.305 
The CIA’s secret war in Thailand and Indochina was a controversial subject of interest. 
Sanya and his cabinet felt uncomfortable about that issue.  Thailand’s Border Patrol Police and 
Special Forces with heavy weapons entered Ban Na Sai Village in Bung Karn province after 
receiving news that CPT forces had captured the village. Government troops burnt down houses 
and barns after ordering villagers out of their houses at night. The sound of gunfire was loud and 
several villagers were killed, including a six year old boy. Nothing was said about this incident 
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until the People for Democracy group headed by Thirayut Bunmee made the brutality known to 
the public. He and his friends introduced four Ban Na Sai villagers at a press conference306 
 Frequent interventions by the U.S. government offered opportunities to criticize Sanya’s 
government and King Bhumibol. The TNLM claimed that since the late 1950s, King Bhumibol 
and military governments had collaborated to suppress the Thai people to their rule, and serve 
the American armed forces air bases in Thailand.307 It was believed that these forces went into 
action in Laos and Vietnam to fight the Viet Cong. Therefore, the King and high ranking military 
offices valued the U.S. government fight against communism above the welfare of the Thai 
people. Although military despotism was overthrown by the student movement on 14 October 
1973, they repeated that nothing had changed. Thailand was still manipulated by the CIA, and the 
King still held onto power.308 
 When Sanya returned as prime minister in May 1974, the TMLM published a special 
issue of the bulletin to criticize Sanya and his cabinet.309Its sharp criticism was also directed at  
the monarchy, with the  headline: “reveal the mask of the royally appointed government.”  
 This bulletin’s first article named, “King and Constitution” claimed that although the 
constitution should be a set of fundamental principles which ruled the government, King 
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Bhumibol had persuaded the people to give up their own interests in drafting the constitution of 
the National Legislative Council. According to the TNLM, the council was named by the King 
according to the 1972 constitution drafted during the term of Prime Minister Field Marshal 
Thanom, whom the TNLM noted, belonged to the same clique as the monarchy. 
 Another fourteen-page article out of a total of sixteen pages in the bulletin was written by 
Suphot Bunnag. He criticized the Sanya administration’s actions between 14 October 1973 and 
the middle of May 1974 when Sanya was re-elected as prime minister for the second time. He 
attacked Sanya for not keeping a promise to hold an election within six months since the 
previous October.  The process of constitutional drafting had two stages. The first three months 
was a process of drafting the constitution and the next months were preparation for a general 
election. Nevertheless, the process of drafting a constitution was not completed until seven 
months later. In addition, the people demanded the seizure of property owned by the “three 
tyrants”. Suphot argued that this case was progressing extremely slowly. The government had no 
intention of doing anything. This showed that Sanya helped the three tyrants avoid punishment.310 
 Suphot added that Dr. Sakdhi Phasuknirund, who was dismissed as Rector of 
Ramkhamheng University, for having expelled nine students for attacking Thanom by publishing 
pamphlets, since he had a private connection to Thanom, was re-appointed as the rector on May 
1974. He saw Sanya as a betrayer of those who died in the 14 October uprising.311 
                                                          
 
310
Ibid, p. 3. 
 
311
Ibid, p. 3. 
 127 
 
 Sanya also cooperated with the CIA to cease the CPT’s actions. While state officials 
combated the CPT, the strategy devastated the lives and property of people who lived in areas 
where CPT armed forces were based. Suphot cited the example of the Ban Na Sai incident which 
the People for Democracy group brought to public attention. Yet Sanya ignored this case and 
helped it to be forgotten. He blamed Sanya for allowing the U.S. Army to establish a radar station 
in Thailand.312 
 Its view that Thailand was a semi-colonial country was similar to that of the CPT. Even if 
no evidence proves that the TNLM had a close relation with the CPT, some of its accusations 
against Sanya’s government were similar to the CPT. Possibly the TNLM shared leftist theory, 
rather than serving as a branch of the CPT’s. Suphot said that the cabinet consisted of a group of 
senior officials and powerful capitalists who were members of the national legislative council.313 
The most powerful clique, the Dusit 99 group, was headed by Kasem Chatikavanijya.314The 
TNLM stated that this clique entered the National Legislative Council to protect their own 
interests. They also cleared the way for business people from Japan and the United States to 
                                                          
 
312
Ibid, p. 5. 
 
313
Ibid, p. 4. 
 
314
Bandit Chanrojanakit, A Biography of Constitution of Thai Kingdom 1932-1977 [Chewaprawat 
Thammanoon Karn Pok Krong Lae Rat Thathammanoon Karn Pok Krong Heng Rajaanachak Thai 1932-1977] 
(Bangkok: Thai Research Fund, 2007),  pp. 151-152. 
 128 
 
invest in infrastructure, such as dams, power plants and highways.  The Dusit 99 group worked as 
middleman for foreign investors.315 
 According to the TNLM, “the new royally appointed government headed by Sanya 
consisted of members who adhered to feudal culture and supported despotism.”316The King 
greatly trusted these members.317In addition, Sanya’s cabinet had ministers who worked for the 
C. I. A., such as Police General Prachub Suntrarangkrun, Minister of the Interior318. 
 Finally, the TNLM indicated that the Sanya Dharmasakti’s interim government did not 
change anything, but maintained the status quo of Thai top elites. Additionally, the movement 
blamed that his government had collaborated with the United States to preserve their own 
interests from the capitalist world. The next section discusses the royalists who felt furious about 
the TNLM’s strong criticism of the King after Sayam Rat reprinted part of the TNLM Bulletin on 
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 3.5.3 The Fury of Royalist Demonstration against Thai National Liberation 
Movement: Sayam Rat as the Royalist News Agency 
Sayam Rat was successful in inspiring a royalist demonstration expressing fury with the 
TNLM’s criticism. On the morning of 21 November 1973, there were demonstrators, most of 
them vocational school students, at Lumphini Park Bangkok.319  They felt dissatisfied at the 
TNLM’s accusations as published by Sayam Rat. After that, student unions and independent 
groups protected themselves by releasing statements which disagreed with the TNLM’s criticism. 
The official statement of the Student Union of Chulalongkorn University was made 
public. The statement disagreed with the TMLM’s distorted information about the Thai monarchy 
and the 14 October uprising.  The students also accused the TMLM of being a political group 
fascinated by violence.320 By 21 November 1973, The Historian’s Club of Prasanmit College of 
Education, Bangkok, issued a statement denouncing the TNLM.  The club said that the TNLM 
“intended to destroy the Thai Monarchy” 321 Furthermore, Sayam Rat claimed that almost ten 
thousand people demonstrated at Lumphini Park. Most were both high school and vocational 
school students.322 
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 Persons who shared the same name and surnames as members of the TNLM were 
worried by the news. Pree Bunnag, former member of parliament and father of Chaiwat Bunnag, 
who was studying in France
323
, gave an interview to Sayam Rat, defending his family. He 
specified that Supoth Bunnag, a member of the TNLM, was not related to his family. Although 
Chaiwat had the same surname as Supoth, he was not involved in the TNLM.  In addition, 
“Supoth Bunnag” was the name of three different persons who contacted Sayam Rat’s office to 
declare that they were not part of the TNLM’s movement. 324 This reaction suggested that some 
Thai people did not see freedom of speech as a basis for democracy, although the 14 October 
uprising was seen as a demonstration of the pro-democratic movement. These protests might be 
seen as early indication of ultra-royalism after 14 October 1973. 
Ultra-royalist feelings aroused by Sayam Rat pushed progressive students to take action 
against the TNLM. Saksan Prasertkul, a student leader during the 14 October 1973 uprising and 
head of the Federation of Independent Students of Thailand (FIST), released a statement 
denouncing the TNLM. To support the King, he stated that he and demonstrators fully 
appreciated King’s gracious gesture to open the gate of Chitlada Palace, so that demonstrators 
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were able to flee the armed police who were shooting people. Seksarn’s statement ended by 
saying that the FIST must protect the King until death.325 
 Nonetheless, on 23 November 1973 Nopporn Bunyarit was investigated by the police. 
The next day, the Director General of Police, Prachub Suntarangkul, cancelled the license of his 
printing press.326 The Direction of Policy and Planning Bureau sent a report about Sayam Rat and 
the TNLM to the Deputy Minister of Interior Police Lieutenant-General Chumpol Lohachala. 
According to the report, the TMLM was considered for a charge of lèse-majesté as well as 
defamation because it accused Princess Srinagarindra, the King’s mother.327 
 The question was whether the editor of Sayam Rat who decided to publish the TNLM 
article should also be charged, according to the law. The report concluded that the editor of 
Sayam Rat must also be charged under lèse-majesté because he helped to diffuse the text which 
attacked the King’s reputation.328 Kamol Wanprapha, Minister of the Interior, sent a letter to 
Chumpol, replying that Sayam Rat must be investigated by the special police.  
 On 23 November, the government of Sanya Dharmasakti sent an official letter to the 
Swedish Embassy for protesting that the Swedish government did not prohibit the TNLM from 
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releasing bulletins. The Thai government demanded that Sweden ban the TNLM. 329 However, 
the Thai Ambassador to Sweden saw that Thailand should not care much about the TNLM 
because only two people ran the movement.330  
Air Chief Marshal Thawee Chulasap, the Minister of Defense, declared that “after reading 
the TNLM Bulletin, I feel his (Sunthorn Wongnongwa’s) action shows that he is clearly 
insane.”331 In an interview, Thawee said that he supported Sayam Rat because it revealed that a 
movement outside Thailand had tried to destroy the monarchy.332 The Swedish Ambassador to 
Thailand was called to the House of Government to hear concerns about this problem. Sanya 
needed the Swedish government to stop the movement, but Sweden was not able to fulfill the 
request. The Swedish government was obliged to respect freedom of the press.333 The situation 
became worse, on 9 December, Sayam Rat reported that the Thai government withdrew its 
Ambassador from Sweden in response to the Sweden’s refusal to honor a request that they 
banned the TNLM.334  
Kukkrit Pramoj wrote an article to explain why the Sayam Rat editorial team decided to 
publish excerpts from the TMLM bulletin. He called it “the wicked bulletin”, and stated that he 
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and Nopporn were angered by reading it, so they felt they needed to reveal it. Even though they 
risked being banned and arrested under the lèse-majesté law, they were willing to risk it. Had 
Sayam Rat ignored the TMLM bulletin, it would have helped to conceal enemies who were 
trying to destroy the monarchy.335 
Nopporn Bunyarit said that Sayam Rat started to follow student movement news in June 
1973, after nine students were expelled from Ramkhamheng University for publishing a satire on 
the government. The NSCT scheduled rallies to call for the reinstatement of the students, and 
they were allowed to return to the university. He added that while Sayam Rat reported daily news 
of student activities, especially after the 14 October uprising, the story of the TNLM shattered. 
Nopporn was proud of exposing the TNLM to protect the Thai monarchy’s reputation, even if he 
might be charged with lèse-majesté.336 He understood the Sanya government suspending his 
printing press license to maintain societal order. Although he risked arrest, he could impel 
students to protest against the TNLM.337He accepted that he became renounced as a royalist 
journalist after exposing these movements, and would be appointed as a member of the National 
Assembly.338 
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3.5.4 The Forgotten Movement: The Thai National Liberation Movement  
Why was the TNLM ignored by the Thai student movement at that time? And, why has 
the movement finally disappeared from Thai history? Firstly, considering the 14 October 1973 
popular uprising, King Bhumibol, the biggest winner of the incident, played a well-publicized 
role with his political intervention and gained credit for suggesting the three tyrants to step down 
and leave the country. The monarchy was elevated to become one of the most important political 
institutions. The student movement was careful not to aim criticism at the King. Although student 
activists propagandized to oppose the military government by uses of freedom, equality and 
fairness doctrine, they never asked critical questions, such as the role of the monarchy in anti-
military coups. 339 In addition, students supported the myth of ‘democratic monarchy’ by using the 
“portion of King Prachadhipok’s abdication statement that credited the monarchy with transition 
to constitutional rule.”340 Therefore, by not questioning the role of the monarchy, student activists 
partly helped to support the King’s legitimacy in relation to political intervention.   
When the TNLM used the tactic of defamation against the Thai monarchy, the students 
could not express their own will independently. Moreover, the lèse majesté law protected the 
king from any accusations and criticisms. So, no one dared to talk about this case, even though 
anyone might agree with the TNLM’s critics. It is said that both the elevation of the King’s status 
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after the 14 October incident, and the lèse majesté law were the major reasons this movement 
was ignored, and the TNLM had since been fading from Thailand’s public memory.  
In conclusion, the TNLM saw Sanya not as an interim Prime Minster to draft a 
constitution and hold a general election; he maintained power and order for the elite, composed 
of senior officials and soldiers, leading businessmen, and the monarchy. Although the TNLM 
was active among Thai students studying in Europe and as an illegal group threatening the 
internal security of the Thai state, the TNLM was one of the most significant political groups to 
attack the government of the royally appointed Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti. However, the 
King’s popularity and prestige, obtained after the 14 October incident, in addition to the lèse 
majesté law, made Thai people ignore the TNLM.  
3.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has clear illustrated the criticism of the royally appointed Prime Minister 
Sanya Dharmasakti by leftists which is little known in Thai political history. The way that the 
TNLM disturbed the Thai government and royalists has been almost forgotten in Thailand. The 
Thai people only recall that Sanya was an admirable educator and statesman. 
The CPT and the TNLM played a key role in criticizing the royal appointment of Sanya 
as Prime Minister. Although precipitating the fall of the military from power and the drafting of a 
new constitution led by Sanya, this appointment was negatively perceived by the CPT and the 
TNLM. They judged that nothing had essentially changed. Sanya’s cabinet consisted of the Thai 
ruling elite who had worked for Thanom Kittikachorn, the former prime minister.  
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Accusations by the TNLM stunned and angered royalists. The Sayam Rat newspaper 
helped to fuel their fury by disseminating some of the TNLM’s statements. This incident shows 
that an exception to freedom of speech based on democratic principles is made in the case of 
defamation of royalty. During the 14 October uprising, both royalist, and old and new leftist 
supporters helped to topple the military government
341. The King gained great advantage from 
the 14 October 1973 uprising, and has become the most powerful figure in Thai politics ever 
since.342 Therefore, it is unsurprising that the TNLM was blamed by the royalists. 
After the 14 October 1973 uprising ended, Sanya, as a royalist, was trusted by the US 
government. With the Vietnam War almost over, Sanya was pro-American and supported US 
policies in Indochina. The ministers in Sanya’s cabinet who worked for the former Prime 
Minister Thanom were well acquainted with the American ambassadors and 
diplomats.343Therefore, royalists and the government were very sensitive to any criticism from 
the leftist groups. This is one reason why the TNLM’s criticisms were strongly attacked by the 
royalists and have disappeared from Thai history. 
Comparisons between the TNLM and the CPT movement attacking the royal 
appointment of the Prime Minister show that the TNLM’s main impact on Thai society was in its 
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vigorous criticism of Sanya and the monarchy. As soon as Sanya was appointed, the TNLM 
produced a bulletin to attack him and the King. Although the CPT strongly disagreed with the 
royally appointed government, they never published criticism of the royal appointment of Sanya 
in any comparable way to that of the TNLM. 
Finally, the relative importance of the CPT and the TNLM also differs in the context of 
Thai modern political history. Now, there have been many scholarly studies of Thai communism 
both for and against the CPT.  The party ran their propaganda carefully and focused on fighting 
against the Thai government in rural areas following the concept of the Maoists’ People’s War. In 
contrast, the TNLM was based in Sweden and their publications were mainly distributed among 
Thai people and students studying in European countries, so they never cared much about the 
Thai lèse majesté law. In reality, the TNLM Bulletin could not possibly be published freely in 
Thailand and it is no surprise the TNLM’s story is ignored by Thai scholars. Since the 2006 Thai 
coup d'état, the number of lèse majesté charges have sharply increased despite the maximum 
punishment being imprisonment for 15 years.344 However, the TNLM Bulletin shows that not 
everyone accepted the appointment of Sanya by the King which is a departure from the general 
perception in Thailand. The bulletin can also indicate the limit of freedom of expression in 
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Thailand. Both leftist criticisms should also be examined because they played a part in the 



















The King and Sanya’s Rejection of the Mutual Assistance (Rajpracha Samasai) Approach 
and the Palace’s Temporary Optimism about a Democratic Climate after the 14 October 
1973 Uprising 
 After the fall of the Thanom-Phaphas-Narong dictatorship, Sanya was appointed by King 
Rama IX on 14 October 1973. Sanya promised the public that the first task for the interim 
government would be to draft a constitution,345 announcing that his government would take six 
months to promugate the new constitution and hold a general election. Despite the military 
government’s collapse, the National Assembly which had been formed in 1972 under its aegis 
still remained. Many observers felt that the National Assembly impeded the constitutional 
drafting process, due to the majority of its members being military personnel and senior civil 
servants from the previous government.346 National Assembly members no longer enjoyed a 
sense of legitimacy or popular support.  
In December 1973, a new National Assembly finally replaced the former one, chosen 
during a National Convention (Sapha Sanam Ma) that met on Nang Loeng Racecourse of the 
Royal Turf Club. 2,436 members were chosen from different occupations, with each submitting a 
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list of 100 names. The 299 named most frequently became new National Assembly members.347 
Appointing members was an innovation of Sanya’s prime ministership. In subsequent years, after 
military coups, the Sapha Sanam Ma model would be followed to create a new legislature 
mechanism.348   
 The first priority of Sanya’s government was to draft a new constitution. Sanya appointed 
18 constitution drafting committee (CDC) members, presided over by ProfessorPrakob Hutasingh, 
including legal experts, political scientists, journalists, and some cabinet ministers. No students or 
activists were included.349 The drafting committee assembled a secretariat and formed three 
subcommittees to research special topics relevant to drafting constitutions, such as contrasting 
electoral systems, referendums, and local government structures. The subcommittees also 
surveyed public opinion, providing an opportunity for input from the citizenry about the new 
constitution. The subcommittee was staffed with students who were charged with producing 
reports every three months.350 
The background and process of recreating a National Assembly has been relatively little 
studied by researchers. Somchat Robkit351 and Chai-anan Samudavanij and David Morell352 
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uncovered reasons why the former National Assembly of 1972, which had been formed under the 
dictatorship, became unacceptable after the 14 October 1973 incident. They assert that the 1972 
National Assembly was not trusted by the Thai people, since its members were appointed by 
dictators, and the Royal Family also considered them unfit for drafting a new constitution. 
Clearly, a new national assembly was required.    
Chantana Chainakhen
353
 focuses on the National Assembly background and process in 
Sanya’s government, deeming them akin to a silent coup, echoing a remark by Somsak 
Jeamteerasakul about Sanya’s government.354 She offers detailed information about the 
establishment of the National Assembly, which had been brewing since before the 14 October 
uprising.355 The concept of Rajpracha Samasai, or mutual cooperation between the King and his 
people, as formulated by Mom Rajawongse Kukrit Pramoj, was like a blueprint of the creation of 
the National Convention.356 Chantana claims that in 1972, King Rama IX assigned Sanya to write 
the revolutionary council announcement used as unofficial constitutional draft357 for negotiating 
with Prime Minister Thanom about the new constitution. Sanya added the notion of Rajpracha 
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Samasai to his draft
358 which, although never used for negotiating with Thanom, provides strong 
evidence that the idea flourished before the 1973 National Assembly. After the 14 October 1973 
incident, Sanya was a key implementer of the idea of Rajpracha Samasai in creating a National 
Convention, which led to the National Assembly.  
Chantana investigates the background of the Royal Turf Club assembly from the 
perspective of Rajpracha Samasai, as other writers have attempted.359 It is not the blueprint that 
Chantana claims. This chapter argues that the notion of Rajpracha Samasai was a broad 
framework that some conservative political figures embraced to try to involve the monarchy in 
politics. Kukrit had worried about the Thai political situation after Thanom’s coup against his 
own government, suggesting that to escape a cycle of power, a circuit began with the coup which 
led to an elected government. Then parliamentary democracy endured only briefly, and was 
replaced by another coup. Kukrit criticized groups of businesspeople and officials who usually 
initiate political crises. People enduring injustice and disadvantages are disenfranchised, with no 
awareness or ability to challenge problems emanating from the cycle of power. Fortunately, the 
monarchy provides a moral exemplar of charismatic leadership, and the Rajpracha Samasai 
concept was created as a practical solution. Kukrit argued that the King and people who live 
outside the cycle must mutually strengthen themselves. The bond between the monarch and his 
people may counterbalance politicians working within the cycle. Next, Kukrit described his 
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project to reform Thailand’s politics by drafting a new constitution with the Rajpracha Samasai 
framework. Reform would begin by establishing a royally appointed parliament to temporarily 
oversee the government, eventually being opened to a popular vote. The royally appointed 
parliament would have sufficient legitimacy and prestige to counteract corrupt interests, and, or 
so Kukrit believed, permanently stop the unfortunate cycle.360  
After the 14 October 1973 incident, the drafting committee suggested that senators 
should be appointed by the monarch. Following the idea of Rajpracha Samasai, Privy Council 
members named 300 candidates who proceeded to select 100 candidates from a list for the House 
of Representatives. Chai-Anan Samudavanija, a committee member, wrote an article to explain 
why the idea of Rajpracha Samasai was applied to the appointment of senators by the King. He 
described Rajpracha Samasai as a middle way. Before 1973, all senators were appointed by the 
King who chose from among different experts. After the 14 October 1973 incident, the people 
accepted that the King should appoint Sanya as prime minister, as well as his cabinet. Chai-Anan 
claimed that people lacked trust in political institutions, but the monarchy provided new hope for 
the Thai people to “make politics in Thailand better than before.”361 So the idea of Rajpracha 
Samasai is not only related to the formation of the Royal Turf Assembly, but also existed as a 
political project for conservatives since 1973. In 2005, the term Rajpracha Samasai would be 
revived when royalist demonstrators led by the People’s Alliance for Democracy called for 
restoring power to the King, citing Article 7 of the Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand, B. 
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E. 2540 (1997).362 They sought an extra-constitutional solution to do away with Prime Minister 
Thaksin Shinawatra, loathed by royalists and the middle classes. 
The evolution of acceptance of Rajpracha Samasai shows that it was not automatically 
seen as a solution. The chapter shows that at first, Rajpracha Samasai was not accepted by elite 
factions. When the first constitutional draft was completed and sent to Sanya’s cabinet, Article 
107, dealing with royal appointment of senators was queried by Sanya and some cabinet 
members. Subsequently, the constitutional draft was printed in daily newspapers and issued in 
paperback format, causing debate among groups of the Thai elite, students, and others. Why did 
the CDC promote the Rajpracha Samasai concept in the draft? Which elite groups were 
concerned about royal selection of 300 candidates by the Privy Council before these were 
proposed for the House of Representatives? Why did disagreement exist about definitions of the 
term Rajpracha Samasai?  
The National Convention developed from the concept of Rajpracha Samasai. After the 14 
October 1973 incident, the King was eager to become involved in politics, expressing 
enthusiasm at the time for the constitutional monarchy form of government. Sanya was appointed 
by the King as a trusted former Privy Council member. Kukrit informed an interviewer that King 
Rama IX was the one who had formulated the idea of the National Convention.363 Yet when the 
CDC included Article 107 in the draft constitution, introduced by Kukrit and the young 
conservative intellectuals Chai-Anan and Promote Nakornthap, the King disapproved.  
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To understand the role of the King and Sanya’s cabinet in the 1974 constitutional drafting 
process, this chapter examines the historical connotations of the term Rajpracha Samasai. It 
became a significant idea when applied to the constitution drafting process. However, debates by 
students, activists and the intellectuals surrounded Article 107 after the CDC released the 
constitutional draft to the media. This chapter subsequently establishes that the King and Sanya 
created the National Convention to replace the former National Assembly, organized under the 
dictatorship. The King sought to show the Thai public and the international community his 
support for a parliamentary democratic system. In addition, the King, Sanya, and university 
professors tried to arrive at a pattern for the National Convention, the creation of which was 
admired by the general public. People approved of the King’s allowing opportunities for popular 
participation in politics through selecting National Convention members from diverse 
occupations.364 Finally, this chapter demonstrates that the King and monarchic circle had positive 
attitudes about the brief democratic interval after the 14 October 1973 incident, despite 
frustration over growing political demonstrations led by student activists. 
 
4.1 The Royal Turf Club Assembly: Rajpracha Samasai and Royal Democracy  
 After the 14 October 1973 uprising, Sanya appointed the CDC on 24 October.365 Minister 
of Justice Prakob Hutasingh told a reporter that the committee was studying the successes and 
failures of the Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand 1949 (2492 B.E.). At the same time, the 
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government also made an international comparative study of constitutions.366 A few weeks after 
the incident, there was widespread public and media resentment of the former military 
government. The press vigilantly pursued updates about the wounded and dead. Preoccupied by 
these concerns, the public paid scant attention to the national assembly’s legitimacy as 
established by the former government, or demanded its replacement.367 
 This changed in late November 1973, when the press and public strongly challenged the 
legitimacy of the 1972 National Assembly. Somsak Jeamteerasakul has termed the creation of the 
National Assembly under Sanya as a “coup” in an article posted on his blog. While the 1972 
National Assembly performed its usual functions, such as declaring amnesty for student 
participants in the uprising, Prachatippatai newspaper published a letter to the editor from the 
Chomrom Bandit graduate student club, demanding that the 1972 National Assembly be 
dissolved and a new one established. The club lacked trust in some Assembly members, 
suspecting them of loyalty to former dictators. Although the Three Tyrants had fled overseas, 
their National Assembly, seen by the club as a relic of the dictatorship, continued its activity 
despite growing popular distrust. The letter concluded that the government should find a way to 
replace the National Assembly.368 Somsak suggests that a hidden agenda existed for dissolving 
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the 1972 National Assembly, motivating Chomrom Bandit club to publish the letter publicizing 
the cause.369   
 The triumph of the student-led popular uprising in 1973 marked the monarchy’s 
ascendance into the Thai political arena.370  King Rama IX sought to engage in politics to bolster 
the status of a democratic monarchy. The King consolidated his power by appointing Sanya as 
prime minister, with close connections to General Kris Sivara as commander-in-chief. Sanya’s 
cabinet ministers were his close friends, and also possessed strong ties to the Royal Family. For 
example, Deputy Minister of the Interior Chumpol Lohachala was a longtime friend of Sanya and 
a close associate of the King. In 1950s-1960s, Chumpol had regularly played badminton with  
King Rama IX and other members of the Royal Family at Chitralada Royal Villa .371 These 
familiar faces made the political situation amenable for the King at that time. 
 The King hoped that students would cease demonstrating. On 27 October 1973, he 
addressed students, teachers, officials, and the Director General of the Department of Vocational 
Education at the Suan Amporn Park convention hall.372 He expressed thanks to the students for 
helping the government normalize the turmoil of 14 October, and included an appreciation of the 
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influence of students.373 However, he added a clear message to students that now was the time to 
halt political demonstrations, explaining that all persons have their own duties, and the most 
important responsibility for students was academic study. He preached to the students as an ideal 
Buddhist king or Dharmaraja would, instructing them in lessons of Buddha Dharma. The King 
stated that each person has his own physical energy and if these can be united, a huge power 
results that may be beneficial to society. But “anger” and “sorrow” darkened souls, so the students 
should dismiss these shortcomings to brighten their souls.374 The King suggested that students 
focus on their studies which, when completed at school or college, would give them experience 
needed to advance the nation. 375 The King’s speech clearly conveyed that he did not wish to see 
further political protests led by students. From the King’s viewpoint, the monarchy, prime 
minister, and army were the major institutions to bring the nation back to peace and order under 
the constitutional monarchy. 
 The idea of a National Convention derived from the King’s eagerness to establish a new 
one. According to a memorandum written by Sanya, he was summoned to a meeting with the 
King on the night of 1 November. The King had just visited government personnel who had been 
injured in a helicopter accident in Na Kae District, Nakhon Phamom Province, northeast 
Thailand. Sanya had twelve points to report the King, including confiscating and freezing the 
Three Tyrant’s assets, and amnesty accorded to all those involved in demonstrations, whether 
students, citizens, soldiers, or police personnel. The student activists had called for a full 
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investigation of killings of protesters by the Three Tyrants, and so forth.376 A further subject 
noted for discussion was the creation of a National Convention. 
 Sanya was quite satisfied with the CDC’s diversity because its eighteen members377 
comprised law experts and officials, university junior faculty, and the Scottish-Thai journalist 
Sumalee Viravaidya. Sanya reported to the King that the appointment of young lecturers and 
Sumalee as committee members converted them to the government’s side. Overseas readers of 
The Bangkok Post and Bangkok World newspapers received a positive impression about the 
government’s image.378 The shows that Sanya and the King were aware of the necessity for 
winning a good image for Thailand as a constitutional monarchy and democratic nation in the 
free world. 
 Sanya personally trusted all of the CDC members, and carefully and attentively 
supervised their selection for key committees. No students or activists were included among the 
appointees. According to the record of committee nominees drafted by Sanya, Sulak Srivaraksa, a 
well-known social activist, Saowanee Limmanon, a student activist and public figure, and 
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Wimolsiri Jamnarnwej, a university lecturer in law, were deleted from the list. Replacing them, 
Sanya added Kamol Wannaprapha, Osot Kosin, and Somphob Hotrakit to the list,
379 all close 
friends of his. Sumalee and other junior university lecturers selected by Sanya as committee 
members were conservative and royalist. In short, the committee members were all safely in 
Sanya’s faction.  
 Mulling over the idea of a national convention, Sanya noted in a memorandum that he 
“got an idea from the King’s critique of the 1972 National Assembly at Chitralada Palace. Junior 
lecturers felt were displeased by 1972 National Assembly members, claiming to be intimidated 
by them.”380 The King asked Sanya to find a way to dissolve the 1972 Convention. After meeting 
the King, Sanya consulted with the prime ministerial advisory board “to follow up on His 
Majesty’s criticism.”381 Initially, he had planned to establish a Constitutional Convention to assist 
the CDC and replace the 1972 National Assembly.  
 Sanya had a significant role in proposing an idea to the King about how to select new 
Constitutional Convention (and later National Assembly) members. Sanya and his advisory board, 
headed by Professor Chai-Anan Samudavanija,382 agreed to select new National Assembly 
members based on professional category. But Sanya worried about National Assembly 
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 Chai-Anan’s autobiography describes the background of the National Convention. He presented the idea 
of establishing the new National Convention. This background will be discussed in more detail below.  Chai-Anan 




representatives from the provinces and hill tribes, undecided whether to assign the task of 
nominating representatives to the Minister of the Interior, or student volunteers at different 
university rural development camps.383According to Sanya’s memorandum, the King had 
suggested to Sanya that the National Convention had 3,000 members and the National Assembly 
(Sapha Nittibunyat Hengchat) 200 members. National Assembly members were appointed to 
different commissions to study problems related to the draft constitution.384  
 Sanya expected that Constitutional Convention members would become senators.  He 
expected that the parliamentary system of the new constitution would be designed as 
bicameral.385 After the constitution drafting process was over, Sanya planned to hold a 
nationwide referendum to approve the 1974 constitution by majority vote. Yet on 7 October, the 
1974 constitution was promulgated without any referendum.  
 The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti at the Thammasat 
University Archive contains a pertinent file, “Document about Constitutional Drafting” 
(Eakkarsan Neung Dauy Ratthadharmmanoon). Chantana believes this document was written by 
Sanya as a roadmap for drafting the new constitution.386 Her study of the background of the 
National Convention is based upon this document, termed a “suggestion for establishing a 
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drafting committee and committee to consider a constitution.” 387 It was written to provide an 
outline of the process of drafting a new constitution.  
Yet although the name of Sanya Dharmasakti as author appears upon the document’s 
cover, he did not write the entire text. The discussion of a committee to consider a constitution 
was arguably not based upon a former idea of Rajasapha or Royal Assembly, as Chantana 
asserted. Chai-anan, as a constitutional drafting committee member and a friend of Sanya,388 
presented the idea of a “committee to consider a constitution” to the Prime Minister.389 Chai-anan 
recounted in his autobiography that he drafted his suggestion about establishing a Constitution 
Drafting Assembly, another way of saying a committee to consider a constitution.390 Sanya had 
agreed with Chai-Anan’s idea. Chai-Anan also recalled that Thirayut Bunmee, a well-known 
student leader of the 14 October 1973 events, drew a program evaluation review technique 
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Schedule for the Constitutional Drafting Process391 
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 Chai-Anan provided the plan for drafting the constitution to Sanya as a basis for 
discussing the 1974 constitutional drafting process. Sanya prepared the plan to propose at the 
cabinet meeting. The plan was well prepared with many documentary charts, but was never 
presented at the meeting. Sanya told Chai-Anan to cancel the plan because the King had a better 
plan for directing the process, possibly notifying him after the meeting between the King and 
Sanya on 1 November.  
Chantana has attempted to prove that the idea of Rajasapha derived from Kukrit’s concept 
of Rajpracha Samasai in 1972, and that the pattern of the Committee to Consider a Constitution 
resembled Rajasapha as well.392 Sanya cited Rajasapha in Article 9 of the draft constitution 
which he wrote to establish a basic legal framework for negotiating with Field Marshal Thanom 
Kittikachorn who led a coup d’état in November 1971. Sanya noted on the draft constitution 
document that the idea of Rajasapha originated with Kukrit. Article 9 stipulates that the King 
appoint the 70 to 80 member assembly which worked temporarily to draft the constitution. Then 
the government would hold a referendum.393 As it turned out, this plan was discarded before 
negotiations occurred. 
Chatana points out that the idea of Rajasapha developed from Rajpracha Samasai, but 
rather than identifying links between the two concepts, she merely underlined the aforementioned 
sentence written by Sanya on the draft constitution document, that “the idea of Rajasapha derives 
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from Mom Rajawongse Kukrit.”394 She then proceeds to accept that Rajasapha must be derived 
from the idea of Rajpracha Samasai, without investigating further. Rajpracha Samasai was indeed 
an important political banner for Thai conservatives and royalists since the 1970s. Therefore it is 
especially necessary to fully understand the background of Rajpracha Samasai, and the 
comparative content of Rajpracha Samasai and Rajasapha.  
 Rajasapha is, of course, drawn from Kukrit’s notion of Rajpracha Samasai. When it 
evolved, students and others resented the 1971 coup by Thanom, considering it unnecessary. The 
TUSU members protested by declaring an anti-coup announcement. Students also demonstrated 
at Democracy Monument in Bangkok. Kukrit, as a royalist, introduced the concept of Rajpracha 
Samasai to the public, believing that it would help solve conflicts and increase the monarchy’s 
political power.  
In the 1970s, rising groups of businesspeople tried to dislodge political power from the 
bureaucracy, military, and palace. Students also played an increasing role in politics. To calm 
political struggle, Kukrit proposed to reform the political system by following the idea of 
Rajpracha Samasai to solve cyclic issues. He suggested that the King directly appoint all 
National Assembly members. The National Assembly would draft the Rajpracha Samasai 
Constitution, and after this process was done, the royal government would allow a popular 
election.395 He strongly believed that this could be an effective solution to the problems. Sanya 
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agreed with Kukrit’s idea and introduced the proposal of Rajasapha to the King, who finally 
ignored the suggestion, whose main purpose was to tackle political problems under the military 
junta.  
 Rajasapha was quite different from the Royal Turf Club Assembly. The document 
summarizing discussions between Chai-anan and Sanya, prepared to be proposed at the cabinet 
meeting, explains that the 1974 constitutional drafting process must adapt to current 
circumstances. It was likewise believed that new constitution would maintain an ideal 
democratization of Thailand.396 Since the fall of the military dictatorship, Thai royalists were 
satisfied with an open political scene. To some extent, the King gained positive feedback for 
bringing peace and stability to the nation by asking the Three Tyrants to resign, replacing them 
with Sanya as appointed prime minister. The King’s intervention during the 14 October 1973 
incident and his appointment of Sanya, his privy councilor, “seemed to build the King’s 
democratic credentials,”397 even if not advancing to the level of a traditional liberal democracy. It 
is unsurprising that Sanya appeared to support this form of democratization. 
 The King and the royalists had an upbeat view of the political situation. Sanya was 
pleased to collaborate with young academics who were not radicals like Chai-anan. But the 
document also expresses concern about social class issues after the 14 October 1973 incident. The 
principles of, and reasons for, the new constitution were as follows: (1) the constitution is drafted 
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for all Thai people, not just the privilege classes. (2) People must feel that the constitution truly 
belongs to them, then they will protect it and privileged groups will be unable to destroy it, as in 
the past. (3) People from different social classes have an increasing opportunity to participate in 
national events to preserve national unity. (4) The constitutional principle is to promote a 
relationship between government and people, ensuring national loyalty.398 Although Sanya’s plan 
appeared to correspond to the new democratic situation after 14 October, the concept of national 
unity outranked democracy in importance.   
 Sanya’s document reveals that the constitutional drafting process may be divided into two 
phases: First, the government appointed the CDC, comprising high-profile professionals who 
believed in democracy. Secondly, the government appointed a Committee to Consider a 
Constitution. The cabinet selected 70 committee members from diverse professions and areas, 
including rural residents, minorities, teachers, military personnel, civil servants, judiciary staff, 
workers, journalists, and students. Committee members must not be associated with the previous 
military government. The document was written to respond to public opinion, irate with the 
Three Tyrants. The Committee to Consider a Constitution prototype may have been drawn from 
the Royal Turf Club Assembly, and later the National Assembly. Chai-Anan and Sanya likely 
began discussions on the matter soon after Sanya’s appointment as prime minister. Sanya 
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scheduled the process of constitutional drafting just 72 days after 15 October 1973,399 implying 
that his discussions with Chai-Anan probably occurred shortly after that date.  
Qualifications for CDC members included in-depth understanding of Thai society and 
politics. Applicants were specifically described as having achieved respectability and the right to 
express an opinion based on personal free will as well as a belief in true democracy. These 
qualifications may appear daunting, but fit the context of the time after 14 October, when people 
had increased faith in a political system after the collapse of a dictatorship. The final qualification 
mentioned was that applicants must be fully accepted by school and university students as well as 
the general public, implying that the influence of students had become prominent in Thai 
society.400  
When the new draft constitution was approved by the National Assembly, the drafting 
committee was meant to hold a referendum on it, which the government never did. Instead, they 
presented the draft to the King on 7 October 1974 for signature and promulgation.  
At a cabinet meeting on 30 October, Sanya established a prime minister’s advisory 
committee to take responsibility for holding public hearings on the draft constitution and advising 
the CDC. This committee consisted of 81 members, divided by 14 professions.401 It is uncertain 
why Sanya changed its name from the Committee to Consider a Constitution to the prime 






 Thammasat University Archives, The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti 
9.4.5/102 “A Draft Report to Present at the Cabinet Meeting on 30 October 1973,” [Rang Ekkarsarn Somrab Karn 
Prachum Nai Wan Thee 30 Tulakom 2516] (30 October 1973) 
 159 
 
minister’s advisory committee. In any event, the planned committee was not founded because the 
National Convention, or Royal Turf Club Assembly, was introduced in its place. 
A public hearing about the draft constitution was held as the Subcommittee for Public 
Hearings and Public Relations of the Constitution Draft Committee, comprised mostly of junior 
university lecturers and activists closely affiliated with student activists.402 In 1974, student 
activists were trained at the Ministry of University Affairs’ Center for Propagating Democracy to 
spread understanding of the constitution’s value and importance in rural areas. Chai-Anan also 
played a major role in this propaganda effort.  
The Rachasapha and Committee to Consider a Constitution models emerged from 
different contexts, the military junta from 1971 to 1973 and the aftermath of the 14 October 
event. Their progression also differed. Rajasapha members were all appointed by the King, 
whereas Committee to Consider Constitution members were selected from different professions 
by the cabinet.  
Ideally, any analysis of the creation of the National Convention requires understanding 
both of these contexts that represent different political situations, a distinction that is not fully 
explored in the work of Chantana and other previous researchers. In addition, previous writers 
have not considered the input of Chai-Anan and his junior academic allies, during their 
discussions with Sanya about how to draft a new constitution. The concept of Rajpracha Samasai 
coined by Kukrit inspired Rachasapha and the National Convention, but Sanya mostly employed 
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Rajasapha in negotiating with Thanom. Almost a year after the coup of November 1971, the 
military junta had still not promulgated a new constitution. When the 1972 Constitution was 
promulgated on 15 December 1972, the King finally presented a draft constitution written by 
Sanya to Thanom. By contrast, the National Convention process displayed a mutually cooperative 
relationship between the public and the monarchy.  
 Although the Committee to Consider a Constitution was never founded, it was developed 
after the model of the Royal Tuft Club Assembly. At a meeting on 1 November, Sanya 
introduced a plan for establishing the new National Assembly, following the King’s suggestion 
that he replace the 1972 National Assembly. Chai-Anan wrote a short note to Sanya403 to convey 
two options for establishing the National Assembly (known as the Constitutional Convention or 
Con-Con). There were two alternatives: first, if all of the 1972 National Assembly members 
resigned, the new National Assembly would have from 120 to 150 fewer members than the 
former body, which counted 299 members. Chai-Anan also sent Sanya a list of names of worthy 
appointees as new National Assembly members. He included some 1972 National Assembly 
members who deserved to be reappointed. 40 seats were reserved for military personnel, to be 
appointed as members after passing government background checks. Knowing their allegiances 
and factions before any appointment was essential for preventing any future internal conflict. 
Assembly positions were likewise reserved for the King’s associates and other advisors. Secondly, 
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Chai-Anan considered that if some 1972 National Assembly members voluntarily resigned, their 
replacements could be drawn from the prepared list of names. If considerable numbers quit, the 
government would readily find replacements from the list. If only a few members retired, 
academics and other researchers could be selected to fill the vacant seats.  
If few left willingly, the government should convoke a constitutional convention to work 
parallel to the 1972 National Assembly.404 Sanya and his advisers such as Chai-Anan attempted 
to delegitimize the 1972 National Assembly, considering it a product of military dictatorship. The 
King also sought to establish a new legislature. 
 On 24 November 1973, Chomrom Bandit club sent an open letter to Prachatippatai 
newspaper, suggesting that the government dissolve the 1972 National Assembly. Somsak 
Jeamteerasakul points out intriguingly that the status of Chomrom Bandit club, which claimed to 
be the TUSU, cannot be verified, which may be why Prachatippatai was the only newspaper to 
publish the letter at the time, sent simultaneously to other print outlets. Prachatippatai also 
pursued the issue in an interview with Marut Bunnag, a 1972 National Assembly member. Marut 
informed the journalist that he would send an official letter to the National Assembly president, 
asking him to consider the Chomrom Bandit club letter. Marut added that he refused to accept 
any salary as a National Assembly member, and agreed with the position expressed by Chomrom 
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Bandit club. Somsak concludes that Prachatippatai sought to draw public attention to the 
campaign for a new legislature.405   
 Sanya and the King both wanted to dissolve the 1972 National Assembly. After their 
meeting on 1 November, there was no media announcement about dissolving the National 
Assembly
406
 and its members continued to evaluate projects for laws, such as the Election Act of 
1974.407 However, the Central Intelligence Agency weekly summary dated 23 November reported 
that “there is also evidence that Sanya has plans to turn the military-dominated National 
Assembly into a civilian body.”408  
When the Chomrom Bandit club letter requesting the dissolution of the National 
Assembly appeared in Prachatippatai, Sawet Piempongsam was one of that paper’s executive 
editors and a newly appointed CDC member. It is therefore possible that he was aware of Sanya’s 
wish to dissolve the National Assembly, and participated in the publication of the letter to further 
advance that goal.  
On 4 December 1973, 1972 National Assembly members resigned their seats, one after 
another. Prachatippatai reported that the Chomrom Bandit club kept pressure upon the Assembly 
by sending another open letter to the media, calling for member resignations to make a new 
National Assembly possible.409 The club also specified that they had no intention to try to force 
the prime minister to dissolve the National Assembly, but instead put pressure on its members to 
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resign voluntarily. This letter backed Sanya’s plan, conceived with the King, to establish a new 
legislature. Sanya had no personal grudge against 1972 National Assembly members. If all the 
members did resign, then clearly no one would remain to operate the National Assembly, so new 
nominations would be in order. In this indirect way, Sanya lawfully dissolved the 1972 National 
Assembly and established a new legislature.  
Starting in early December, members gradually resigned from the 1972 National 
Assembly, possibly aware of a rumor about an upcoming dissolution of the Assembly. On 10 
December, King Bhumibol appointed a National Convention with 2,436 members. The Royal 
Command mentioned that the King was not pleased with the current precarious situation, so he 
named a National Convention from many interest groups, different professions, and training 
experience.410 As soon as the announcement was published, members resigned promptly. On 10 
December of each year, legislative branch members traditionally attend a celebration of 
Constitution Day at the Old Parliament House of Thailand. In 1973, few National Assembly 
members were present at the festivities.411 Most appeared to be aware of the political situation, 
that the 1972 National Assembly active the former military government would be dissolved.  
One technical issue was that the King appointed the National Convention as a new 
legislature while the 1972 National Assembly’s authority was still in effect. After the King’s 
announcement, Police Captain Chomphu Uttajinda and 11 members refused to resign. Chomphu 
suggested that he called for the 1972 National Assembly to convene in order to officially 
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dissolve the Assembly. The 1972 Assembly proposed to the draft decree on the dissolution of the 
Assembly, which he deemed a more legally responsible position than pressuring members to 
resign. So, Chomphu called a meeting of the rest members on 13 December at the Parliament 
Club to certify the draft decree and to submit a motion to approve the draft.412 Instead, on 16 
December, the King exercised his royal prerogative to dissolve the 1972 National Assembly and 
officially open the National Convention. Chomphu’s public calls for the special meeting faded 
away.413  
Although the National Convention was established by royal prerogative, Mom 
Rajawongse Seni Pramoj, a royalist Democrat Party politician, disapproved of the creation of a 
National Convention. The King appointed the National Convention by referring to Article 6 of 
the 1972 Constitution.414 Seni wrote a private letter to Sanya to warn him about a loophole in the 
1972 Constitution. Seni argued that Article 6 allows the King to appoint replacements for vacant 
positions, but not to replace the entire body. In his opinion, the announcement dissolving the 
National Assembly on 16 December was null and void. He offered a solution to the problem of 
Article 6 by proposing two alternatives: Firstly, the government should launch a coup d’état 
because a coup leader is authorized to amend such problems without concern for legal issues. A 
coup would be able to found a legislature, as many military coups had in the past in Thailand. 
Secondly, the government should establish a new National Assembly in accordance with Article 
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415 which granted the King authority to announce the dissolution of the Assembly, citing a 
“traditional rule in the democratic regime of Thailand, that the King has the traditional legitimacy 
to dissolve and establish the National Assembly.”416 Seni, a royalist politician, believed in Thai 
style democracy, or Prachathipatai Beab Thai, in which the King had legitimate power to 
intervene in Thai politics during major political crises. Sanya was untroubled by Seni’s 
suggestion, focusing instead on drafting a constitution, which he promised the public to 
promulgate by six months after October 1973. 
Most National Convention members were rapidly apprised that they had been selected. 
For example, Nuttawut Sudhthisongkram, a historian, politician, and member of the Royal 
Institute of Thailand, learned that he had been chosen only the night before the official 
government announcement on 10 December, establishing the National Convention. Kasem 
Bunsri, a Democrat Party member, phoned Nuttawut at nearly midnight to apprise him of the 
news. Nuttawut turned on the radio to verify the information.417 The haste and confidentiality was 
evident with which the King and his advisers selected the 2,436 members.  
In short, establishing a new National Assembly by royal prerogative is evidence of the 
monarchy’s increasing power in Thai politics after the 14 October 1973 incident.  King Rama IX 
took an active role in Thai politics. This section further investigates how the concept of Rajpracha 
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Samasai was designed to motivate the creation of a National Convention, the well-known Royal 
Turf Club assembly. 2,436 National Convention members submitted lists of 100 names each, and 
the 299 names mentioned most frequently became new National Assembly members. However, 
the status of the monarchy in the 1974 constitution would become controversial when the CDC, 
led by Prakob, Kukrit, and Chai-Anan attempted to apply the idea of Rajpracha Samasai to the 
draft constitution’s contents, especially Senate appointments, an approach criticized by different 
sectors of society.  
  
4.2 Rajpracha Samasai and Conflicts among the Thai Elite  
 On 10 December 1973, Chai-Anan Samudhavanij, as a 1974 constitutional drafting 
committee member, published an article, “Rajpracha Samasai” 418 in Sayam Rat newspaper three 
days after the National Convention had been established. Chai-Anan wanted to assert the idea of 
Rajpracha Samasai as a key concept behind the new constitution. The committee considered the 
1949 Constitution as a model for the new constitution. Pridi Banomyong, prime minister between 
March and August 1946, senior statesman of Thailand, and educator, strenuously opposed the 
CDC in a lengthy article, “To Defend the Complete Democracy’s Will about the 14 October 
Uprising Heroes (Chong Phitak Chetthanarom Prachatippatai Sombun Khong Weerachon 14 
Tula). Pridi’s article was first published in Prachatipatai newspaper from 23 November to 1 
                                                          




419 citing similarities between democratic movements during the 1932 Siamese 
Revolution and the 14 October 1973 popular uprising. Somsak Jeamteerasakul remarks that Pridi 
may have been attempting to send a message to King Rama IX.420 The article underlined the 
King’s duty to protect the constitution and democracy, citing the example of Rangsit 
Prayurasakdi, Prince of Chai Nat, Regent of Thailand, who countersigned a 1947 provisional 
constitution for verification after it was drafted following a military coup. As regent, Prince 
Rangsit had not protected the constitution in the way that King Prajadhipok, after the Siamese 
Revolution of 1932, had promised the public to defend the constitution. The duty of Kings was 
repeatedly abrogated by coups.421 
Pridi’s article was particularly critical of the 1949 constitution’s provisions for appointing 
senators pointing out that most senators appointed that year were from noble and royal families 
or senior military ranks. If the 1974 CDC used the 1949 constitution as model, Pridi was 
concerned that a majority of members from privileged classes would be expected as new 
senatorial appointees.422 Pridi published the article on the daily newspaper to warn not only the 
King, but also the CDC to refrain from using the 1949 Constitution as principal model.  
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After the King appointed 2,436 members to the National Convention, Chai-Anan 
promoted his ideas about a new senatorial appointment process by publishing an article in Sayam 
Rat. His article, “Rajpracha Samasai,” asserts that after the 14 October 1973 incident, the King’s 
powers increased, permitting him to independently appoint an interim prime minister. Monarchy 
was the last resort for Thai people to ensure a better future for the nation.423 Chai-Anan 
considered that if all senators were appointed by the King, they would be willing to sacrifice 
their positions and never dare to behave inappropriately. Some readers would respond that royally 
appointed senators were illegitimate insofar as the King’s position was intended to be “above 
politics.” Chai-Anan proposed the middle way of Rajpracha Samasai. The House of 
Representatives would be elected by popular vote, while Senators would be chosen from the 
Privy Council member list of 300 qualified candidates. Then the House of Representatives would 
select one-third of those members. With this method, Chai-Anan assured readers, senators would 
be trustworthy because they were nominated by Privy Council members implicitly trusted by the 
King and reselected by Representatives who had won a majority vote. That way, senators would 
be chosen by popular vote and by the King.424 Different professions were suggested for 
admittance to the Senate, including farmers.425 Chai-Anan’s article implies that Kukrit’s Rajpracha 
Samasai concept powerfully impacted CDC members, but, Pridi, who disapproved of appointed 
senators, became a leading opponent of the Rajpracha Samasai-influenced concept of an 
appointed Senate.   
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4.2.1 Investigating the background of Rajpracha Samasai  
The term Rajpracha Samasai was first cited in a political context by Kukrit Pramoj. He 
wrote a daily questions column in Sayam Rat newspaper, answering readers’ letters. On 11 
December 1971, about one month after Field Marshal Thanom’s coup against his own 
government, one correspondent inquired, “When our Thailand is unsuitable for democratic rule, 
… should we restore absolute monarchy?”426 Kukrit replied that he did choose to support absolute 
monarchy or democracy, but rather a moderate regime of Rajpracha Samasai, meaning that the 
people and the King should mutually govern Thailand. The King should have considerably more 
power than in an entirely democratic regime. Kukrit was convinced that the Thai people and the 
King never had any profound conflict, but instead always loved and mutually assisted one 
another through kindness. He implicitly trusted that Thailand would become a peaceful, 
prosperous country.427   
 The idea of Rajpracha Samasai was based on Thai political tradition. In 1947, a coup by 
royalists and military forces led by Field Marshal Phin Choonhavan toppled the elected 
government. Since the Siamese revolution of 1932 led by the People’s Party, they were 
dissatisfied with the monarchy’s status above politics, without involvement or direct influence.428 
The People’s Party ruled for a brief fifteen years after the revolution. Following the 1947 coup, 
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royalists rebuilt the status and meaning of the monarchy in a democratic system. Prime Minister 
Pridi Banomyong, a People’s Party leader, was forced to flee Thailand after the mysterious death 
of King Rama VIII and the military coup. After the 1947 coup, the People’s Party vanished from 
Thai politics forever. Thongchai comments that the blueprint for royal democracy was created 
during this time. The 1949 constitution was designed by royalists to establish a “democratic 
regime with monarchy as head of the state.”429 
 The 1949 Constitution was drafted under royalists who disapproved of the Siamese 
revolution of 1932. They agreed that it would be impossible to return Thailand to an absolute 
monarchy, so constitutionalism remained.430 They tried to restore monarchic power that had been 
limited legally since the revolution. One result of the 1949 constitution was to considerably 
expand the King’s power. The King became supreme commander of the Thai army, directly 
controlled the Privy Council and had enlarged powers for declaring war and granting pardons. 
Notably, the King also exercised his authority to appoint senators, who shared the right of 
legislative veto with the King.431 
 The 1949 constitution can be seen as reflecting royalist ideas about the identity of a 
constitutional monarchy. During its drafting process, many counter-democratic ideas, such as 
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royal appointment of senators, were debated by elected Parliament members, Premier Phibun, 
and coup leaders. They criticized appointed senators as nominees of the throne.432 Yet royalists 
argued that the people’s will was untrustworthy, since voters were unable to express a unified 
position.433 This conclusion echoed a comment on the challenges of democracy by King 
Prajadipok in May 1932.434   
 In March 1946, Dhani Nivat, the Prince Bidyalabh Bridhyakon (1885-1974) gave a lecture 
at the Siam Society. The subject was the rise of the royalist movement. Prince Dhani served many 
Thai monarchs as Minister of Education and president of the Privy Council, acting as Regent for 
King Rama IX on three separate occasions.435 This lecture provided a framework for 
understanding monarchy and royalists in modern society. Traditional kingship was depicted as 
influenced by Hindu and Buddhist concepts. The Buddhist royal ideal of Dharmaraja or righteous 
kingship enthroned by popular consent resulted in Mahasamiti or the great elected leader. The 
King governs his realm with the ten virtues of kingship to collect high barami or virtuous 
power.436 Prince Dhani cited the stone inscription of King Ram Khamhaeng the Great of the 
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Sukhothai Kingdom who took paternal care of his subjects.437 The concept of patriarchal kingship 
will be discussed more fully below. Throughout his presentation, Prince Dhani attempted to 
define modern Thai kingship by using traditional concepts about ancient royalty. 
 On 5 May at his coronation, King Rama IX performed traditional Hindu and Buddhist 
rituals, vowing to rule the nation as King by Buddhist laws of Dharma, Dharmasastra or Hindu 
cosmic law, and ten principles of Rajdharma or the righteous king. Then he addressed the public 
for the first time as King, promising: “I shall reign in righteousness for the benefit and happiness 
of the Siamese people.” Thongchai Winichakul criticizes the coronation ceremony’s exaggerating 
the importance of the monarchy, as if “Thai society cannot survive without it.” Inspired by this 
display, hyper-royalist discourses echo three basic ideas about monarchy: “royal-national 
ideology; the King tirelessly working for his people; and royal democracy being most suitable 
for the Thai context.”438 This discourse supported the idea that the monarchy as a moral authority 
is superior to normal politics or the parliamentary system.439 
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 The strategy of exaggerating monarchic importance or “hyper-royalist discourse” as 
described by Thongchai has been continuously promoted by royalists. This chapter examines the 
royalist idea of Thai kingship by studying two prominent royalists, Mom Rajawongse Thongnoi 
Thongyai and Mom Rajawongse Seni Pramoj.  
 “The Role of the Monarchy in Modern Thailand,”440 a speech given at Mahidol University 
in 1985, Thongnoi advanced the conclusion that the monarchy is highly important for the near-
millenial old history of Thailand, during which Thai people have lived under the power of the 
throne. Ancient rulers remembered as great and excellent include King Ramkhamhaeng the Great 
of Sukhothai, King Naresuan the Great of Ayutthaya, King Taksin the Great of Thonburi and the 
Chakri dynasty Kings of Bangkok. Thongnoi adds: “Thai people like to be governed by a good 
fatherly figure who is strong but also kind, always wise and fair in decision-making on 
controversial matters…”441  
 When Western democracy arrived in Thailand, the monarchy was somewhat withdrawn 
from the political scene, Thongnoi observes, yet “its strong connection with the common people 
was not lessened in any way”442 The legal status of the King is infallibility, since he exercises 
limited power only through executive institutions. Thongnoi strongly asserts that the Thai people 
                                                          
440
 M. R. Tongnoi Tongyai, “The Role of the Monarchy in Modern Thailand,” in Panit Tatanakul and U. 
Kyaw Than, Development, Modernization and Tradition in Southeast Asia: Lessons from Thailand (Bangkok, 
Mahidol University, 1990), pp. 154-156. 
441
 Ibid, p 156.  
442
 Ibid, p 156. 
 174 
 
would find it unimaginable to be without a monarchy, after the long dedicated efforts for the 
Thai people by Thailand’s kings.443  
 Seni, a Democrat party politician and three time prime minister, backed the idea of a 
charismatic king above electoral politics. His article, “Stone Inscription of Father King Ram 
Khamhaeng: First Constitution of Thailand” explains that Thailand’s monarchy has long been 
important for its people. To King Ram Khamhaeng of Sukhothai (reigned from 1277 A.D to 1317 
A.D.) is attributed the Ram Khamhaeng Inscription, formally known as Sukhothai Inscription No. 
1, a stone stele bearing inscriptions which have traditionally been regarded as the earliest 
example of the Thai script. The text gives, among other things, a description of the Sukhothai 
Kingdom during the time of King Ram Khamhaeng. Seni likened it in significance to Magna 
Carta, a charter of rights agreed to by King John of England at Runnymede, near Windsor.444 He 
sees the Ram Khamhaeng Inscription more as a social contract than a constitution, reminding the 
Thai people of the King’s great affection and kindness to them. The inscription guarantees that 
people in his realm may trade without taxation and shall be protected paternally.445 He comments, 
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“if Magna Carta can be regarded as the first constitution of England, there is no reason why we 
cannot likewise consider the Ram Khamhaeng Inscription as the first Thai constitution.”446 
 In Seni’s view, in the thirteenth century Sukhothai era, monarchy coexisted with 
democracy, although “history shows that the existence of constitutions does not always guarantee 
democracy.”447 He cites the example of Nazi Germany, where a governmental constitution could 
not guarantee rights and freedoms to the German people. Although the Magna Carta was signed 
by King John in 1215, the United Kingdom did not become a democracy until centuries later. The 
most important aspect of a democratic state is to protect the people’s right to life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness. However, Seni observed, after the Siamese revolution of 1932, the nation 
became a form of democratic state. Thai democracy eventually turned to dictatorship because 
elected representatives were often corrupt and governments incapable of protecting the people’s 
liberty and happiness. Therefore, he hearkened back to the relative utopia of the Sukhothai 
Kingdom, stating:  
“Never, in any period of Thai history, were we (the Thai people) so 
well governed in so democratic a manner as during the reign of Father 
King Ram Khamhaeng…The Thais had freedom of commerce, 
protected rights of property and inheritance, the right to seek equal 
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justice, and finally the right to pursue happiness as proper to their state 
of being.”448 
Historically, Sukhothai, as all Thai history textbooks explain, was the first capital of 
Thailand and at the source of Thai civilization. Sukhothai has also been represented as the ideal 
society of Thailand, as its name, derived from Sanskrit words meaning “dawn of happiness” 
indciates. Ram Khamhaeng the Great is appreciated as an exemplary Thai king, governing his 
realm paternally and with high moral standards. The era is described as a golden age of Thai 
history and civilization. The creation of Sukhothai as an ideal Thai society began in the early 
twentieth century when Prince Damrong Rajanubhab, a younger brother of King Rama V 
considered the father of Thai history, collected evidence about Sukhothai city for a series of 
articles. HRH Prince Damrong drew fundamental Thai characteristics or Thainess from the 
history of the Sukhothai Kingdom. For example, Thai people are peaceful easily led to 
compromise, but are fearless if a foreign enemy tries to destroy their freedom. He alluded to the 
story of the Sukhothai (Thai) people fighting for independence against the ancient Khmer empire. 
This account is well known to the Thai people and mentioned in the Ram Khamhaeng Inscription. 
These historical narratives became part of mainstream national history and have been retold by 
the state to the present day.449  
 When Thai conservatives sought to explain how and why the monarchy is fundamental 
for Thai politics, they often mentioned the deeds of the Thai ancient kings. This sort of historical 
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narrative is a keynote of royal-nationalist narrative,450 powerfully legitimizing the concept of 
Rajpracha Samasai.  
   
4.2.2 Drafting a New Constitution in 1974: Thai Elite Debates over Interpretation of 
Rajpracha Samasai  
 On 24 October 1973, Sanya appointed friends and trusted colleagues as members of the 
CDC, which resolved to include the Rajpracha Samasai concept in the draft constitution. They 
agreed upon using of the 1949 constitution, the so-called royalist constitution,451 as a model for 
the new constitution.     
 Before the 14 October 1973 incident, student activists and intellectuals also campaigned 
for a new constitution. During the military regime, they believed that constitutionalism was a 
guarantee for democracy. Separation of powers between the legislature, executive, and judicial 
branches requires a constitution to serve as a system of check and balances. On 5 August during 
Prince Rapee Week,
452
 when the Thai legal profession pays annual tribute to HRH Prince Rapee 
Pattanasak, father of Thailand’s modern legal system, Thammasat University Faculty of Law 
students drafted their own constitution to be offered as a model for the dictatorship which, they 
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hoped, would promise to issue a new constitution.453 This effort demonstrates that students were 
eager to call for democracy and a new general election. Even so, the student draft constitution was 
based upon the 1968 constitution written under the military government.  
 Naret Naropakorn, a Sayam Rat journalist and close colleague of Kukrit, criticized the 
student draft constitution, despite being impressed with the students’ bold demand for a new 
constitution. He warned that the draft constitution based upon the 1968 constitution would be too 
difficult to amend. According to the constitution, all senators would be appointed by about two-
thirds of the members of the House of Representatives. Three-quarters of the membership of both 
parliamentary houses would be required to pass a constitutional amendment, making this a near-
impossibility. Under these regulations, a military government could control a House of 
Representatives majority and appoint senators. Naret criticized the Senate as a useless 
institution,
454 a view intriguingly similar to Kukrit’s as CDC member in the Sanya government. At 
the time, few Thai people paid close attention to the activities of senators.455  
 The CDC aimed at reviving the Senate’s role. Following the 1974 draft constitution, 300 
candidates chosen by the Privy Council were sent to the House of Representatives for screening, 
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to become 100 senatorial appointees. This appointment process was based upon the idea of 
Rajpracha Samasai.456 
Internal exchanges by drafting committee members reveal that they appreciated 
monarchic intervention in politics. On 12 November, CDC member Pramote Nakornthap sent to 
Sanya a confidential paper describing nine basic principles of the new constitution,457 inspired by 
Rajpracha Samasai ideals.  
Co-written by Weerayuth Chotwichien and his team, members of a subcommittee for 
studying and analyzing problems with the constitution, the paper cites political problems in 
Thailand, such as unqualified politicians and the prevalence of military coups. Weerayuth 
expressed the hope that proper constitutional drafting processes would resolve these issues. The 
paper explains that the King appoints members of parliament, central government, and local 
administration and government, such as village chiefs, sheriffs, governors, and municipal 
councilors. In rural areas, a popular vote selects persons suitable for working on local 
governments. After selection, name lists from rural areas are sent to the King for further approval. 
The same process ensues for central as well as local government. Civil officials are forbidden 
from occupying all political positions. Students and local staff join to select qualified local 
administrators to be directly nominated to the King. This process resulted in National Assembly 
members from diverse professions and remote areas.  
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Weerayuth’s paper estimates that drafting a constitution takes three years. He assigned 
five research groups to study weaknesses in each of the five constitutions promulgated from 
1932 to 1968 and an assessment committee drawn from the 10,000 previously named candidates 
to see how the royal government was operating. Findings from the five groups and assessment 
committee were examined to create a framework for drafting the constitution. The CDC planned 
that the process would take three years. Finally, the draft constitution was approved by the 10,000 
citizens selected by the King at the National Stadium and promulgated. Yet this plan was never 
implemented because the King and Sanya decided to promulgate the new constitution within six 
months. Weerayuth’s evaluation paper indicates that royal intervention is required to draft a new 
constitution, and the CDC format paralleled the creation of the Royal Turf Assembly.  
The draft constitution contents that drew the most attention involved the parliamentary 
chapter. The CDC debated whether to opt for a unicameral or bicameral parliament. At a press 
conference, CDC member Kukrit Pramoj stated that the issue was still being debated.458 By the 
time of a 30 November press conference, Pramote Nakornthab and Pongpen Sakulthala offered 
updates on the parliamentary system in the draft constitution, that 300 representatives would be 
elected while 100 senators would be appointees. House of Representatives members selected the 
100 senators from a list of 300 candidates previously chosen by the Privy Council.459  
However, King Rama IX disagreed with the concept of a Senate appointed by himself, 
since he had no way of evaluating political skills of potential appointees, suggesting instead to 
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the CDC that members of both houses should be elected by popular vote.460 The King may well 
have understood the potential risks of involving the monarchy too directly in the political process 
of Senate appointments. By insisting on a popular vote, the King would further enhance 
Thailand’s image as a constitutional monarchy in political matters, as viewed in the United States 
and other Western countries. The King and Sanya planned to replace the 1972 National 
Assembly, creating a new National Convention for this purpose, a process which won U.S. 
government approval. A CIA Weekly Summary concluded: “He (the King) is quite willing to play 
a continuing personal role in guiding Thailand toward a more democratic system of 
government.”461 A positive response such as this was a motivating force for the King and his 
circle to create the National Convention.  
 The Subcommittee for Public Hearings and Public Relations of the CDC
462
 reported to 
the CDC about issues popular for inclusion in the constitution. The subcommittee received 1,277 
letters from citizens, and surveyed newspapers to find 191 articles criticizing the draft 
constitution.463  About the Senate, opinions differed over whether Thailand should have a 
unicameral or bicameral parliament, and whether senators should be appointed by the King as 
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the 1949 constitution specified, or that they should be elected by popular vote.464 The 
subcommittee discovered that most Thai editorialists agreed that the bicameral system was 
preferential, with members of both parliaments directly elected.465 CDC study groups led by 
Sombat Chanthronwong and Likhit Dhiravegin declared that the outcome of their study on senate 
appointment indicated a hybrid method, with half of the senators elected from a party list by 
proportional representation and the rest appointed from representatives of the professions.466 
Soawanee Limmanon, one of famous student leaders, supported all senators should be elected 
like members of the House of Representatives.467  
 However, most CDC members disagreed with the concept of direct election of senators. 
“Constitution for Common People,” a paperback produced by the Subcommittee for Public 
Hearings, asserted that appointing senator as the 1949 constitution had provided for, remained a 
suitable approach. CDC member Pongpen Sakulthala opined in the book that the constitution was 
highly democratic and liberal because civil servants could not hold political positions. Senators 
were essential for validating bills passed by the House of Representatives. The draft constitution 
was based on the idea of checks and balances between the legislative and executive branches of 
the political system.468  
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Nevertheless, the 1949 Constitution was indisputably an instrument by royalist 
parliamentary members to counter Field Marshal Phibun’s government.469 In a Thammasat 
University seminar in 1972, Pongphen once suggested that political power should be returned to 
the monarchy, because the monarchy was the sole institution with complete popular trust. 
Therefore, empowering the King was an ideal way to solve political problems of the time.470 
Chai-Anan sought to resolve the legislative branch’s failure to check the executive branch.471 He 
expressed the opinion that during the military government era, the executive branch had always 
controlled the legislative branch. This situation destroyed the system of checks and balances, 
since the legislature was unable to check the government, causing popular distrust in the 
parliamentary system. Chai-Anan criticized the 1969 constitution drafted under the Thanom 
government, legally granting excessive powers to senators mainly drawn from among civil 
servants and military personnel, needed by Thanom to sustain power.472 Chai-Anan proposed to 
resolve this problem by drawing clear lines between the Senate and government. The new 
constitution had to prevent the government from dominating the legislative branch. Amorn 
Chantarasombun and Pongphen approved of the King appointing senators, not because of the 
separation of powers, but rather to support governmental stability and a strong chief executive. 
People revere and respect the monarchy, which has remained neutral and therefore the Senate 
would become an independent institution free from influence by military personnel. In addition, 
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university professors, jurists, and lawyers appointed as senators would consider laws and 
regulations affecting people’s lives.473 Chai-Anan, like Amorn and Pongphen, agreed that senators 
should be appointed by the King because the monarchy was the most politically neutral 
institution. Chai-Anan wanted the legislature to serve as a check on government policy. In 
military regimes, the legislative branch passed laws to facilitate governmental administration, so 
Chai-Anan and junior lecturers focused upon legislative reform.    
 The CDC agreed to use the 1949 constitution as a model for drafting the new 
constitution, despite Pridi’s strenuous disagreement. Chai-Anan sought to spread the idea of 
Rajpracha Samasai to the general public, an issue discussed by Sanya’s cabinet members as well 
as intellectuals and the masses.  
 After 90 days, the CDC completed the first draft constitution and sent it to the cabinet for 
consideration and approval.  On 11 February 1974, the cabinet met to consider each article.474 
Sanya and Asote Kosin opposed Article 105 of the draft as highly “risky,”475 despite realizing that 
it was inspired by the concept of Rajpracha Samasai. Sanya commented that the Senate selection 
process should be reversed,
476 with the House of Representatives first selecting candidates after 
the Privy Council chose candidates from the lower house. At the cabinet meeting, Sanya stated 
that he disagreed with the idea of Rajpracha Samasai. Minister of Finance Bunma Wongsawan 
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demurred, arguing that Sanya’s position was illogical. Bunma was concerned about political 
lobbying by House of Representatives politicians. Lieutenant General Sawang Senanarong, a 
minister attached to the Prime Minister’s office, worried about the Senate’s political neutrality, 
suggesting that candidates might be affiliated with political parties. Deputy Prime Minister Sukit 
Nimmahamintra agreed with Sanya’s opposition to Article 105, not wishing to see royal 
intervention in a political institution. Deputy Minister of Education Bunsom Martin supported 
direct popular election of senators. The cabinet resolved to be undecided about Article 105, 
which would be sent to the National Assembly for further consideration. Sanya said that the 
government lacked the power to consider it, amidst the many voices of dissent in the cabinet.477   
 Sanya and some cabinet members did indeed oppose the idea of Rajpracha Samasai being 
applied to Senate appointments. As a royalist, Sanya thought that it was excessively risky to 
degrade the monarchy to involvement in everyday politics. Chai-Anan, by contrast, who saw the 
rise of the monarchy after the 14 October uprising as a useful instrument for advancing political 
reform. Sanya and the King disapproved of royally appointing senators. According to Article 105 
of the draft constitution, senators were appointed by royal prerogative. If some senators were 
involved in a corruption scandal, would the monarchy be blamed by the public?  
 Starting on 28 January 1974, the CDC published a new constitutional draft in the daily 
media to solicit public feedback. Pridi’s response attracted the most attention from CDC 
members. As noted above, since the early 1970s, Pridi’s popularity had risen among students and 
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intellectuals who respected him as a leader of the People's Party (Khana Ratsadon) which staged a 
bloodless coup that became the Siamese revolution of 1932. Pridi’s articles were often reprinted 
in magazines and broadsheets printed by student activists.  
Pridi disapproved of the 1949 Constitution and when Drafting Committee made its 
decision known to use the 1949 constitution as a pattern for drafting the new constitution, he sent 
an open letter of criticism to Thai newspapers and magazines. His most recent critique of the 
draft appeared in November 1973, published by Prachatippatai newspaper. His article observed 
that the 1949 constitution was drafted to destroy the democratic regime created by the 1932 
revolution, and appointing senators would abolish the people’s right to vote for their 
representation.  
 On 10 December, Pridi sent to Sanya a copy of his article which had been published in 
the Thammasat University Organization Journal on 8 December. The article’s lengthy title was 
“Which Political Parties Can Prevent Members from Selling Themselves? The Way To Recall 
Representatives, The Election Process from Easy to Difficult, and an Introduction To 
Government Payment of Compensation to Voters.”478 Pridi sent Sanya this article to the attention 
of Sanya’s cabinet and the CDC,479 hoping that the new constitution would retain a democratic 
doctrine of democracy, following the wishes of the heroes of 14 October 1973. Pridi added that 
“social contract” of 1932 between King Rama VII and the people was still valid. The King had 
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already transferred some of his powers to the people, so they were independent from the old 
regime, and this social contact is inviolable.480 Pridi openly warned Sanya’s government and 
drafting committee that those doctrines should not be violated.481 In addition, he presented his 
opinions about the electoral and parliamentary systems that should be introduced in the new 
constitution. 
 In his article, Pridi reiterated his opposition to the CDC using the 1949 constitution as a 
model. The 1949 constitution stipulated that senators were appointed undemocratically by the 
King and Privy Council members.482 Pridi also defended himself from a criticism that had been 
printed in an article written by Pongphen and distributed by the Subcommittee for Public 
Hearings. It accused Pridi of benefiting from the 1946 constitution drafted under his supposedly 
democratic government, in which all senators belonged to Pridi’s faction.483 Pridi was irked by 
this criticism and responded by terming Pongphen an “election loser.484 Pridi approved of a 
unicameral legislature, citing the example of unicameral system that served as Siam’s 
parliamentary system from 1932 to 1946. He also mentioned Ultra-Royalists, a reactionary faction 
of 19
th
 century French politics who installed short lived monarchic restorations, as an ironic 
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allusion to certain CDC members as latter-day ultra-royalists.485 The committee did indeed admire 
many ideas promulgated in the 1949 Constitution written under the royalist influence at the time. 
 On 8 March 1974, the cabinet submitted the draft constitution to the National 
Assembly,
486 which began to review it. One month later, the National Assembly began to 
consider and amend the draft’s contents and established a special committee of 35 to study it.487 
Pridi reiterated his criticisms in further articles. On 4 March 1974, the National Student 
Center of Thailand Magazine published an article headlined: “Pridi and His 25 Observations 
about the Constitution Drafting Process.”488 The same article also appeared in offprint form, 
published by the editor of Maharat newspaper.489  Its purpose was to criticize the new draft 
constitution due to the CDC’s choice of the 1949 Constitution as template.490 The CDC’s ideas as 
reflected in the draft were quite undemocratic, Pridi asserted, reminding readers that when the 
evolution of man was discussed, democratic rights naturally emerged with humanity, while the 
same rights were rescinded by enslavers and feudal systems. Average people, slaves, and serfs 
lived under the yoke of masters and landlords who saw them as chattel. During the Siamese 
revolution of 1932, rights were returned to the Thai people by King Rama VII, and thereafter 
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guaranteed by the 1932 Constitution. Unfortunately, these same rights were forcibly removed 
again when the 1949 Constitution was promulgated.491 
Pridi’s main argument focused upon Article 105 of the draft. He accused the drafting 
committee of working without hiri-ottappa, a Buddhist term in Pali meaning moral shame and 
fear of wrongdoing, especially in Article 105 which stipulated that the “Senate has 100 members 
selected by the House of Representatives…the House of Representatives considers different 
professionals useful for governing the country, all Thai citizens… The Privy Council compiles a 
secret list of 300 candidates to send to the House of Representatives for selection. For the 
selection method, members of the House of Representatives use a secret ballot…”492 The House of 
Representatives was elected by popular vote, but its members were only able to select candidates 
from the list of 300 names chosen by the Privy Council. Sovereign power belonged to the Thai 
people, but their representatives only had power to choose senators from a list by secret ballot. 
If this draft constitution were promulgated, the government would control the parliament. 
According to Article 102, 25 members of the Senate or House of Representatives could propose 
impeachment of a member of parliament. A constitutional tribunal consists of nine members. 
Three of these were selected by parliament, three more by the cabinet, and the remainder by the 
court. A constitutional tribunal could consider impeachment of a member of parliament under 
suspicion. Pridi indicated that six out of nine members of the constitutional tribunal were from a 
majority government. Therefore, the House of Representatives would be closely controlled by the 
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government while the Senate, selected by the Privy Council, was more independent. In addition, 
the major party in Parliament could completely control its representatives. They had no free will 
to express their views for fear of contradicting the party’s resolution.493 From his viewpoint, the 
constitutional draft was undemocratic. 
Pridi cited many other issues about the draft that troubled him. For example, senators 
were required to resign from state offices, except for university lecturers. This provision was 
subsequently deleted from the draft.494 He supported a single-member constituency divided by 
population according to the census, while the CDC agreed that the constituency be divided by 
population numbers of each province. Provinces with large populations could elect two or three 
representatives.495  
Pridi scrutinized the later work of the CDC, possibly receiving some inside information 
about the committee’s drafting process. He knew many politicians, since working with them 
during his premiership in the late 1940s. While serving as Thammasat University rector, he knew 
students who became powerful civil servants and politicians. Sawet Peumphongsarn, to name 
only one, served as representative of Rayong Province from 1946 to 1976. As a CDC member, 
Sawet might have sent a copy of the draft constitution to Pridi in Paris, asking for critiques of the 
draft when he and his wife visited Pridi during a trip to France.496 
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Chai-Anan responded to Pridi’s article in “Arguments against Pridi (Tho Than Pridi)”.497 
He thanked Pridi for offering observations useful for governing, but some of his arguments were 
untrue. Due to his long exile, Pridi was inadequately informed and entrenched in his own 
prejudices. Pridi’s economic plans had been introduced some forty years before 1974,498 so his 
vision of Thai society was necessarily obsolete.  
Chai-Anan criticized the Siamese revolution of 1932, in which Pridi was a leader, insofar 
as democracy did not really exist after the revolution. Half of the National Assembly members 
were appointed by the People’s Party (Khana Ratsadon) which fomented the revolution. Chai-
Anan concluded that the Khana Ratsadon government was undemocratic because they did not 
offer full democratic representation.499  
Pridi had complained that in 1974, the CDC lacked hiri-ottappa when drafting a new 
constitution. Chai-Anan replied by comparing the CDC to the Khana Ratsadorn government. At 
the time, appointed representatives were selected by the government. Khana Ratsadorn members 
claimed that the Thai people were unready for a complete democracy. Chai-Anan added that in 
1946, when Pridi served as prime minister, his government was unfair. The first senators were 
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chosen by Pridi’s faction.500 Chai-Anan asked, “Was that democratic?”501 Pridi’s government was 
further blamed by Chai-Anan as being rife with cronyism.  
Chai-Anan defended the idea of appointing the senate as expressed in Article 105 of the 
draft constitution. He indicated that a senate controlled by the executive branch was unable to 
fully scrutinize legislation. The Senate had long suffered from a negative image.502 Article 100 of 
the draft Constitution stipulates that a senator cannot be a civil servant or run a business.503 
Therefore, the Senate was able to offer checks and balances to the power of the House of 
Representatives and the cabinet. Chai-Anan required the Privy Council to choose 300 candidates 
because they were a body of appointed advisors to the monarchy. Chai-Anan explained that 
neutrality did not mean political ignorance or silence, but rather deciding rationally and fairly. He 
added that decision-making did not show partiality. Therefore, he trusted the Privy Council’s 
enduring “dynamic neutrality.” The Privy Council, an institution close to the monarchy, could 
select 300 candidates without prejudice.504 
In conclusion, the idea of Rajpracha Samasai was applied in Article 105 of the draft 
Constitution. Article 105 became the subject of controversy, leading to articles by Pridi, 
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supported by student activists and journalists who printed his writings. CDC members included 
conservative university professors, officials, politicians, and journalists. They agreed that the 
monarchy should play an increasing role in politics, and saw greater opportunities for this to 
occur. The King had just appointed Sanya as prime minister, indicating that monarchic power had 
risen after the 14 October 1973 incident. The monarchy was needed to counterbalance the power 
of other political institutions. The Senate was designated for that purpose, with Senate 
appointments using the popularity and sacredness of the monarchy to strengthen a government 
body. The Privy Council, a political institution under the monarchy, was designated by the CDC 
to select suitable senatorial candidates. The concept of Rajpracha Samasai, as promoted by 
conservatives, created conflict among political forces about the principles of constitutional 
monarchy and democracy.  
  
4.3 Debates of National Assembly members over Article 105 
 When the cabinet had finished considering the 1974 draft constitution, they proposed it to 
the National Assembly on 8 March. This chapter focuses on Article 105 as an occasion for 
investigating National Assembly debates on the King’s influence in politics. Article 105 was 
inspired by the concept of Rajpracha Samasai. Debates on Article 105, which was transformed 
into Article 107 in the National Assembly’s final draft constitution, expressed the perspectives of 
different sectors of the Thai elite upon the political position of the monarchy.     
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 The most important procedure in considering the draft constitution was the second 
reading of the constitution. National Assembly members amended each draft article after the ad 
hoc committee to consider the draft constitution had submitted its review.505 In early September, 
the National Assembly opened the debate on Article 105.  
 On 8 March, the first reading of the constitutional draft began, evaluating whether the 
National Assembly should submit the draft for a subsequent reading.506 The draft constitution was 
accepted for a second reading, but the detailed debate by members of the first reading of Article 
105 revealed confusion about the King’s power to appoint the Senate. 
 Chapter six of the draft constitution dealt with parliamentary matters, launching debate 
over whether the parliamentary system should be unicameral or bicameral. Most National 
Assembly members favored a bicameral system.507 The members discussed the monarch’s 
appointment of the Senate in addition to the parliamentary system. The draft Constitution was 
elaborated from the idea of Rajpracha Samasai to increase senatorial power, thereby enhancing 
the system of checks and balances. Article 105 describes a mutual appointment of the Senate by 
the monarch and the House of Representative, which became a significant issue for Assembly 
debate. 
  Kamol Somvichian, a political scientist at Chulalongkorn University, and Bhichai 
Rattakul, member of parliament and Democratic Party leader, disagreed with the power of the 
Senate as described in the draft, seeing the Senate as overpowering the House of Representatives 
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which it controls through voting power, although both supported the bicameral system.508 CDC 
president Prakob Hutasingh responded that the Senate had no more power than the House of 
Representatives. The Senate’s duty consists of considering and evaluating new laws. If they reject 
a law, approval becomes up to the House of Representative. In addition, there are only 100 
senators compared to 300 representatives.509  
 Some members were concerned that the parliamentary president might be named from 
the Senate. Prakrob pointed to Article 89, explaining that the president would be elected by both 
houses. However, representatives outnumbered senators by a factor of three.510 Other members, 
such as Suthorn Chuensomjit, suggested that a Senate and Constitutional Justice Committee
511
 
was unnecessary for the Parliament, calling it undemocratic, since the government should 
support House of Representatives members directly elected by popular vote.512  
 Banharn Silapa-archa, a National Assembly member from Suphan Buri Province and 
Dusit 99 member, agreed with the bicameral parliamentary system, but had reservations about 
Article 105, calling it unsuitable because the list of 300 candidates was kept secret before it was 
proposed to the parliament. The list of names might nevertheless be leaked by powerful 
politicians, so he requested a measure for preventing this situation. In addition, the Article 
became more troubling when one political party had a majority and its members could influence 
                                                          
508 Report of the Meeting of the National Assembly (21 March 1974), pp. 293-294. 
509
 Ibid, pp. 305-306. 
510
 Ibid, P. 306. 
511
 Article 208 provides that the Constitutional Justice Committee would have nine members, equally 
selected by the Court of Justice, Cabinet, and Parliament. Its main duty would be to check decrees and draft bills for 
unconstitutionality. However, the 1974 Draft Constitution also allowed the Committee to impeach members of 
parliament.   
512 Report of the Meeting of the National Assembly (21 March 1974), pp. 307-308. 
 196 
 
the Senate. Banharn thought that the King should appoint all 100 senators independently, as had 
occurred at the National Convention on December 1973,
513 a viewpoint clearly supporting the 
monarchist notion that the King should be directly involved in politics.   
Dusit 99 consisted of officials, businesspeople, politicians, and university professors who 
usually met at The Dusit Thani Bangkok, often referred to simply as the Dusit Thani Hotel, a 
luxury hotel in Silom Sub-District. The group’s first meeting numbered 99 persons. The press 
called them the Dusit 99. Kasem Jatikavanich, leader of Dusit 99, said that Sanya and Minister of 
Finance Bunma Wongsawan, formerly Governor and on the board of directors of the Electricity 
Generating Authority of Thailand (EGAT), formed a National Assembly member’s group to 
protect the government amidst much factional strife. Senior military personnel supporting former 
Prime Minister Thanom were reappointed to the National Assembly. Progressive forces led by 
Puey Ungpakorn, junior university lecturers such as Saneh Chamarik, and socialist politicians led 
by Kleaw Norapati, expressed themselves energetically in meetings.514 Increasing labor actions 
further pressured the government, which was unhappy about the coalition between student and 
labor leaders to plan work stoppages. 
Yoshinori Mishizaki notes that Banharn has won a landslide victory in every election 
since 1976 by presenting the image of a longju (an owner or manager who can control everything 
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in a traditional shop) instead of a nekleng (rascal or ruthless guy).515 Banharn learned the rules of 
patronage from friends and state officials when he worked in Bangkok in the 1950s. He was 
economically successful in obtaining long-term contracts with the Department of Public Works 
to construct a water piping system throughout Thailand.516 Banharn also supported government 
anti-Communist policies during the Cold War, mobilizing the Village Scouts nationalist 
movement backed by the Thai monarchy to counter CPT infiltration in Suphan Buri Province. 
Donating considerable personal funds to build schools, hospital wards, and subsidize welfare 
charity in his hometown, Banharn turned money into a source of lasting personal authority.517 In 
1975, King Rama IX and Queen Sirikit attended as guests of honor the opening ceremony of a 
new Banharn-Jamsai School III building which Banharn had largely paid for. A mutual 
relationship existed between Banharn and the King. When the King counted on Banharn as a 
local leader to defeat Communism in rural areas, he “depended upon the King to boost his moral 
stature at the local level.”518 It is unsurprising that Banharn spoke in support of the idea that the 
King should appoint all Senators.  
After the first reading, the National Assembly voted for 35
519 ad hoc committee members 
to consider the draft constitution. Pairoj Chaiyanam received the most votes, 234, from National 
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Assembly members. Confusingly, four members tied with the same number of votes for the final 
position on the ad hoc committee, until finally, Singto Changtrakul was named to this position. 
The ad hoc committee considered the draft for three months, amending it before proposing it to 
the National Assembly for a second reading. Article 105 was given special critical attention due 
to its relevance to monarchic status and power in Thai politics. 
Article 105 in Chapter Six of the draft Constitution was debated by members of the ad 
hoc committee, asking the following questions: 
1. Should the Thai parliamentary system be bicameral? 
 2. If a bicameral system is adopted, should senators be appointed or elected? 
 3. How much degree of power should the Senate should have? 
 4. What would the election process consist of?  
 5. Should members of parliament be adherents of political parties? 
 6. Must cabinet ministers be members of parliament?520 
Most ad hoc committee members approved a bicameral parliamentary system, with six 
abstentions. They proposed to amend the issue again at the National Assembly during a second 
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reading session. On whether senators should be appointed or elected, Kamol Thongdhrammachat 
preferred elections to a Senate with equal power to the House of Representatives. Phongpen also 
supported the idea of electing senators, but appointing senators conferred qualifications higher 
than those of representatives, making the Senate became an honorable institution for 
appointees.521 Sanong Tuchinda, a lawyer and Boriphat property manager, fully supported Article 
105.  Pridi Kasemsap, professor of law at Thammasat University, suggested that half the senators 
be elected and the rest are chosen from among high-profile personalities in different 
professions
522. Thanat Khoman, a diplomat and politician, disapproved of electing senators, 
preferring that the King take part in appointing them.523 
Most ad hoc committee votes supported Article 105, that all senators should be selected 
by the Privy Council at the King’s prerogative. Yai Savitchat, a representative from Nakhon 
Sawan Province, strongly opposed Article 105, not wishing to have the King appoint senators. 
Phongpan abstained from voting, feeling that Senate appointees should be officially 
countersigned by the parliamentary president instead of the president of the Privy Council. 
Abstaining voters waited for further discussion and amendment of Article 105.  
Although the ad hoc committee debated how to appoint senators, most agreed with 
Article 105 based on the concept of Rajpracha Samasai, and after the draft had been considered, 
it was proposed to the National Assembly for a second reading. 
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4.4 Second Reading of the 1974 Draft Constitution 
On 15 August 1974, the National Assembly began the second reading of the draft 
constitution. Considerations on Chapter Six started on 29 August. Six members who had 
abstained from voting wanted to amend this chapter, finding its regulations about the political 
power of the monarchy and the Senate too problematic. Krit Sombatsiri, Chakchai 
Chariyavethwattana, Bunteng Thongsawat, Nattawutt Sidhisongkram, Somkid Srisangkom, and 
Seneh Jammarik supported a unicameral parliamentary system.524  
The ad hoc committee to consider the draft constitution reviewed Article 105. They 
proposed that 100 Senators were appointed by the King and Prisident of Privy Council 
countersigns all submissions to the Senate. It is similar to Aritcle 82 of the 1949 constitution. 
Niphon Sasithorn, a member of National Assembly, asserted that royal decision was undoubted, 
so 100 Senators would be independently appointed by the King.
525
   
There were two alternatives to amending Article 105 of the Draft Constitution. Prasit 
Chupinich proposed to amend the draft to state that 100 Senators would be elected by popular 
vote. Another alternative was presented by Wicha Sethabutra, university lecturer in geology at 
Chulalongkorn University, who sought to agree with Article 105.526 Members who had disagreed 
with Article 105 thought that the law violated majority rule, and Prasit Chupinich had asserted in 
a meeting that the burden of senatorial selection belonged with voters. Article 105 shifts the 
                                                          
524 Report of the Meeting of National Assembly (29 August 1974), p.369 
 525 Somchat Robkit, the 1974 Constitution Drafting Process, p. 119. 
526
 Report of the Meeting of National Assembly (5 September 1974), pp. 16-17.  
 201 
 
burden of the voters to the King’s responsibility.527 Yet Wicha defended Article 105, stating that 
no one would doubt royal decision, and the law was designed to invite people from different 
professions and occupations to be senators, with representatives from workers, farmers, teachers, 
engineers, and so forth.528   
Phraichit Auengthaweekul identified a weak point in Article 105. He thought that it could 
be perilous for the monarchy if senators became involved in corruption. Senators should be 
selected instead by the Privy Council. Somkid Srisangkom decisively opposed Article 105, 
stating that the president of Privy Council should countersign all submissions to the Senate, and 
the monarchy should be above politics and the King never associates with everyday political 
activity.529 Puey Ungphakorn agreed that all senators should be elected by popular vote. The 
Senate should have more power than was indicated in the draft, because they would be elected 
by the people.530 Pridi Kasemsap saw the House of Representatives as fulfilling popular needs 
whereas the Senate played the role as an “assembly of reason and intellect to the nation.” He 
proposed that some senators be elected from the provinces and others appointed from 
professions.531  
Nisai Vejchachiwa, a Dusit 99 member, opposed the idea that senators should be 
appointed by the King because although the monarchy was an institution highly respected by the 
people, appointing senators hardly maintained neutrality. Politics was similar to war insofar as 
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politicians had to choose side with their partisans.532 Many members worried about the 
monarchy’s neutrality if the draft Constitution were promulgated. The King was perceived by the 
Thai people as “above politics,” and the monarchy placed beyond criticism and accountability.  
Prairoj Chaiyanam, president of the ad hoc committee and a Dusit 99 member, defended 
Article 105, trusting the King’s discretion to select Senate candidates. Since the King is fully 
independent from other influences, he would be able to select suitable persons to serve in the 
Senate. In accordance with the Draft Constitution, the King as Head of State shall exercise such 
powers through the National Assembly, the Council of Ministers, and the courts.533 Prairoj 
therefore supported the royal appointment of the Senate.  
By contrast, Dusit 99 disagreed with the bicameral parliamentary system, considering the 
Senate unnecessary for Thai politics. According to the draft Constitution, the Senate lacks the 
power to counteract the House of Representatives.534 They agreed with Sanya in opposing Article 
107, fully supporting him when the King asked that the Article be amended after he signed the 
1974 Constitution. However, although Dusit 99, formed to support Sanya, became a celebrated 
faction in the National Assembly, a majority of the National Assembly approved Article 107. 535 
The National Assembly voted on the third reading of the constitution. As part of the 
drafting process, the government held a referendum to approve the draft constitution, as 
protesters on both sides of the issue demonstrated at Democracy Monument in Bangkok. The 
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government was also busy organizing the Royal Cremation of the 14 October 1973 heroes at the 
Pramain Ground on 14 October 1974,
536 so it postponed the referendum. Finally, The National 
Assembly approved the constitutional draft on 5 October and submitted it to the King for 
endorsement.537  
 
4.5 A Royal Remark Amends Article 107 of the 1974 Constitution:  King Rama IX’s 
Objection to the Idea of Rajpracha Samasai  
 On 7 October 1974, King Rama IX signed the 1974 Constitution, thereby promulgating it.  
However, the King noted his disagreement with article 107 of the constitution, suggesting that it 
require amendment.538 He felt that asking the Privy Council to countersign Senate appointments 
was contrary to the “King is above the law doctrine of a democratic regime.” Article 107 
transformed the Privy Council into a political institution, contradicting Article 17 which 
stipulates that Privy Council members must remain politically neutral.539 
 Sanya also disagreed with Article 107 because he believed that the monarchy should not 
be directly involved in politics, such as Senate appointments. According to British Embassy 
dispatches, the King’s issued remarks about the new constitution were unprecedented. While he 
accepted the people’s desire to promulgate the constitution as an essential symbol of democracy, 
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he “expressed ‘strong objection’ to the process for the appointment of the Senate which he 
understandably saw as directly involving the crown in politics.”540   
 However, Tongthong Chandransu, an expert on the Thai monarchy who served as dean of 
the Faculty of Law at Chulalongkorn University and deputy permanent secretary at the office of 
the Permanent Secretary of Justice, noted that the King exercised power through the democratic 
process, offering occasional advice throughout his reign. As a royalist, Tongthong saw the King’s 
objection to article 107 as a major example of the King’s respect for constitutional principles.541 
Tongthong argued that the King’s prerogative should be left in its natural state, without any 
constitutional description or definition of it.  
 In voicing this opinion, Tongthong overlooked Sanya’s attempt to amend Article 107 
according to the King’s wish to not involve the monarchy in politics. After the King made his 
remarks on the 1974 constitution, several proposals for amending the constitution were submitted 
to the National Assembly. Two of them interested the public, by Amorn Chandarasombun and 
Sanya’s cabinet, although Sanya himself wrote a major portion of the latter.542 Amorn proposed to 
exclude the Senate from the Thai parliamentary system, opposing Article 107’s request that the 
King appoint senators who would be countersigned by the Privy Council president. As stated in 
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the Article, the King’s involvement in politics might be criticized as undemocratic and not 
beneficial to the nation.543   
The cabinet’s proposed amendment agreed with Amorn, eliminating the Senate from the 
parliamentary system on the grounds that the Senate’s main power was to approve bills 
originating in the House of Representatives. The constitution did not provide a system of checks 
and balances between the Senate and House of Representatives, which could be achieved, the 
cabinet suggested, by further empowering the Senate.  
 On 11 February 1974, a cabinet meeting was held, reaching different conclusions. Using 
divergent reasoning, Sanya rejected the amendment’s idea of Rajpracha Samasai as dangerous to 
the monarchy, since neither he nor the King wished the monarchy to be directly involved in 
politics.  
Why were they so resolved to make public declarations separating the monarchy from 
political involvement? After October 1973, it was especially essential to maintain the image of a 
democratic King, and in this context, royal appointment of senators as stipulated in the 
constitution would be perilous. The King should not become directly involved in everyday 
politics. In addition, the King took some degree of care about his public image on an individual 
basis, and if any potentially damaging rumors were invented, he sought to halt them 
immediately.544 
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Fragmented state authority caused the King and Sanya to be particularly careful about 
their political activities. After October 1973, the King was unable to be a dominant political 
institution as he would later during the incidents of Black May, a common name for the 17–20 
May 1992 popular protest in Bangkok against the government of General Suchinda Kraprayoon 
and the military crackdown that followed. While the protesters demonstrated against Suchinda, 
the King intervened to stop violence on Ratchadamnoen Avenue.545 In a television broadcast 
shown at 9:30pm on 20 May, the King told the protest leader Chamlong Srimuang and Suchinda 
to end the conflict. Before the broadcast, leading Thai intellectuals called for royal intervention,546 
and on the same day, the King’s broadcast was preceded by similar televised messages calling for 
peace from HRH Princess Sirindhorn and HRH Crown Prince Vajiralongkorn. After the royal 
intervention, Chamlong asked the protesters to disband and Suchinda subsequently resigned as 
prime minister, ending the violence. The King had become head of a ruling class whose members 
indisputably accepted his edicts.547 Years before, after the 14 October incident, the monarchy had 
a different position, as one of the ruling cliques among Thailand’s ruling elites. In 1974, the King 
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was unable to dominate all military, police, and official factions. The King and Sanya had to cope 
with a variety of factions of the political elite whenever political problems occurred.  
    After the King’s public rejection of Article 107, Sanya and his cabinet tried to propose 
an amendment to the National Assembly to eliminate the Senate, but this was spurned.548 Some 
members supported the bicameral parliamentary system, noting that the Senate could reject new 
bills from the House of Representatives, if defects were found.549 Others agreed with Sanya to 
dissolve the Senate.550 The King’s remarks about Article 107 were cited in debate repeatedly. But 
some members saw the King’s disagreement solely based on the detail of Privy Council 
president’s countersigning Senate appointees.551 Dusit 99 played an important role in supporting 
Sanya’s plan to abolish the Senate, advocating for a unicameral legislature since the first reading 
of the Constitution. Dusit 99 was unable to lobby for added support of the Sanya cabinet 
amendment proposal, which disappointed Amorn and Kamol.552 Sanya and Dusit 99 could not 
dominate National Assembly members, of whom over half were civil servants, military, and 
police personnel. As royally appointed prime minister, Sanya had no clout over these National 
Assemblymen. Dusit 99 was just one of the Assembly’s voting blocs. 
In October 1974, the CDC member Chai-Anan presented an academic paper, written with 
David Morell, asserting that this constitution bolstered the separation of powers and increased 
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political accountability of leaders. According to Chai-Anan and Morell, the draft constitution 
would “allow for greater participation by the citizenry, increased representativeness and higher 
levels of political accountability”. 553 They stated that Senate was “now to be appointed by the 
King… This would ensure dominance of the Senate as in the past by older conservatives, 
primarily civilian bureaucrats and military officers.”554  They criticized National Assembly efforts 
to “dilute the attempt by progressive elements in the drafting committee, infused with the 
concepts underlying the October revolution to effect major modifications in the balance of power 
between the legislative and executive branches.”555 The progressive elements included Senate 
appointments by the King. In Chai-Anan’s view, the influence of the righteous King innovated a 
new balance of power in parliamentary politics.  
The King publicly disagreed with royal involvement in Senate appointment, as did Sanya 
and Dusit 99.  But most National Assembly members favored the idea. This is another instance of 
fragmented authority in the Thai state after October 1973, in which monarchy was unable to 
achieve full consent from elite factions.  
Nonetheless, on 16 January 1975, Amorn Chandarasombun proposed to amend Article 
107, without any mention of abolishing the Senate. Instead, after the king appointed the Senate, it 
was proposed that the prime minister, instead of the Privy Council president, should countersign 
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the appointments. Amorn cited the King’s comments from October 1974.556 The amendment 
easily passed in the National Assembly, since the 1974 Constitution stipulated a bicameral 
parliamentary system. Only ten days remained before the general election of 26 January. After 
Article 107 was amended, Sanya was first prime minister to countersign Senate appointments by 
the King. According to the Constitution, the parliament was comprised of the House of 
Representatives and Senate. One of Sanya’s final tasks as outgoing prime minister was to 
nominate candidates for Senate seats. The list of candidates presented to the King for approval 
consisted mainly of retired officials, businesspeople, some of Sanya’s cabinet members, and 
representatives of different professions.557  
The bicameral parliamentary system was successfully advanced by the CDC led by the 
conservative academic intellectuals Chai-Anan and Pramoj. But Rajpracha Samasai, which they 
made a serious attempt to promote, was unsuccessful, likely due to opposition from the King, 
Sanya, and the Dusit 99 group. The King and Sanya still believed that appointing Senators would 
damage the monarchy’s prestige.   
In addition, the King needed to be “above normal politics” after the end of the 14 October 
1973 incident. The King said to Mom Rajawong Thongnoi Thongyai, interim secretary of Privy 
Council, that there was a power vaccum in Thailand after the 14 October incident. The monarchy 
was necessary to a royal intervention to fill the poltical vaccum. When the King finished his 
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tasks, he turned back to be “above politics” immediately.
558
 The King needed to create the image 
of democratic monarchy by appointing his own choice, Sanya, to serve interim Prime Minister 
and establishing the National Convention on December 1973. But, appointing Senators under 
Rajapracha Samasai framework might damage the sacred status of the King and the royal family 
considered above politics.   
 
4.6 Conclusion 
Although the CDC was presided over by Prakob and consisted of two journalists and 
senior civil officials, its most influential members were Chai-Anan and university junior faculty. 
Chai-Anan tried to apply the Rajpracha Samasai concept to the senatorial appointment process. 
The Privy Council would choose 300 candidates for appointment to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives would winnow this list down to 100 senators. When the draft constitution was 
published and proposed to the cabinet, it was criticized by progressive and conservative forces 
alike. Senate appointments became a glaring issue. Progressives saw it as undemocratic, while the 
government feared that it endangered the monarchy’s legitimacy. The King also disagreed with 
this Senate appointment process, and although he approved and promulgated the draft 
constitution on October 1974, he suggested to the National Assembly that Article 107 should be 
amended. Pridi and student activists may possibly have criticized Article 107 as undemocratic in 
principle. The Article also provided opportunities for monarchic involvement in politics. Chai-
Anan bitterly responded to Pridi’s criticism in print.  
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The monarchy and Sanya also opposed the idea of Rajpracha Samasai as stated in the 
Constitution. The King wanted to maintain the image of a democratic monarch that he had 
acquired after the creation of the National Convention on December 1973. The King also 
distrusted political situations. The royally appointed prime minister negotiated with many 
political forces, including politicians, students, activists, and several factions of the elite. In the 
aftermath of the 14 October 1973 incidents, the monarchy was unable to create a political 
consensus surrounding its own institution. The monarchy’s power had been rising, and although 
compared to more recent years, in the 1970s the King lacked absolute power, but the monarchy 














Sanya’s Royally Appointed Government and the Student Movement: From Coalition to 
Alienation 
 
 When the 14 October popular uprising had subsided, scholars in Thai studies turned to 
focus on extra-bureaucratic forces, such as students, farmers, workers, and right-wing activists. 
One hundred thousand student-led demonstrators were able to overthrow the military 
dictatorship. The importance of extra-bureaucratic forces that played an increasing role in Thai 
politics since the incident was recognized. Fred W. Riggs’s bureaucratic polity model was 
challenged by the political scientists Saneh Jammarik559, Likhit Dhiravegin560 and Benedict 
Anderson,
561 who argued that Thai economic growth and social change from 1960s to early 
1970s produced a new middle class or social force. Students became the most important extra-
bureaucratic force demanding a share in political participation, finally ending the military 
dictatorship in October 1973.  
However, after the October 6
th massacre at Thammasat University, scholars such as 
Robert F. Zimmerman562, David Morell and Chai-anan Samudavanija,563 and John L. S. Girling564 
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concluded that extra-bureaucratic forces did not vanquish bureaucratic polity. The old 
bureaucratic forces reacted to the spread of student demonstrations, allied with rural and labor 
movements, and were horrified at the radical thinking of university activists. They had no doubt 
that the Communist Party of Thailand (CPT) was trying to infiltrate and influence the student 
movement. Finally, these forces were eliminated and the dictatorship successfully returned after 
the 1976 coup, reaffirming the triumph of bureaucratic polity.      
Extra-bureaucratic force was nonetheless prominent in toppling the military government. 
From 1973 to 1976, scholars agreed that political activism was meaningful in Thai society. A set 
of studies focuses on the role of these forces between 1973 and 1976. Kanungnit Tangjaitrong 
and Suthachai Yimprasert studied the student movement’s role in the 1970s,565 Tyrell 
Haberkorn
566
 and Kanoksak Kewthep
567 focused on the role of the Farmer’s Federation of 
Thailand. Worker activism at this time played an outstanding role in street protests, since 1974 
when student activists supported the workers’ and farmers’ movements. Napaporn 
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 investigated the trade union movement in Thailand from 1972 to 2000. 
Jirakarn Sa-Nguanpuag569 studied the female’s textile workers’ movement in Thailand. She 
claimed that female textile worker activism changed due to the influence of some ideas from 
student activists. The former movement’s tactics became more radical and militant.  
According to aforementioned research, most scholars were interested in extra-
bureaucratic forces between 1973 and 1976. Sanya Dhramasakti, appointed by the King as 
interim prime minister at the end of the 14 October 1973 uprising, ruled Thailand among the 
growth of student movements.  This chapter asks three main questions: how did Sanya’s 
government deal with student leaders when they staged the movements; when student activism 
tended to be more radical, did Sanya change his attitude toward student leaders; and how did the 
King feel about these radical student activists? As Sanya was one of the King’s associates, how 
he dealt with student leaders could reflect the King’s feelings about student activism.  
 Only one study focuses on the role of Sanya Dharmmasakti as prime minister from 1973 
to 1975.  Chantana Chainaken studied why Sanya was appointed prime minister and his behavior 
as government leader. Chantana’s study was limited to the roles of Sanya during his premiership 
and his support from the monarchy and military leaders. She rarely mentioned students and their 
allies, who in 1974 took an active role in social movements. After his appointment as prime 
minister, he encouraged cooperative projects with student activists, such as the Democracy 
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Prorogation Program and the Return to Rural Areas project. Both, administered by national 
committee, required helping Thai citizens understand the constitution and democracy. The 
committee selected about 300 students who attended special training before being sent to 
different parts of the country.570 In addition, student activities created problems and negatively 
affected his government’s popularity. Some activities increased conflict and grievances about the 
bureaucratic forces which remained essentially unchanged since the 14 October uprising.  
 Therefore, no study surveys the stance of Sanya Dhramasakti towards student leaders in 
mutual coalitions and ongoing conflicts. Sanya wanted students to help his government promote 
the new constitution. But their political activism signaled that students were frustrated by the 
Establishment. The government felt untrusted by student activists. After his second term began in 
late May, Sanya was alienated from the student activists, wondering if they were agitating 
against state security.  
 This chapter will focus 1) the coalition of Sanya and student activists through the 
Democratic Propaganda Programs; 2) how the Ban Na Sai incident fueled discontent among 
senior military staff and officials; 3) the Teacher Movement as one of the reasons that Sanya 
decided to resign as prime minister; and 4) farmers’ demonstrations which led Sanya and 
conservatives to distrust student leaders. The conservatives looked upon some student activists as 
leftists and Communists.  
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5.1 Sanya Dharmasakti Government: Democratic Propaganda Programs and 
Cooperation between Government and Student Activists 
 After 14 October 1973, the Sanya government realized that student power made them key 
players in efforts to overthrow the Thanom-Praphat dictatorship. While the main mission of his 
government was drafting a new constitution, he believed that people were not qualified to 
understand the constitution’s importance. Therefore he thought that a political education would 
benefit rural people whose limitations prevented their understanding the significance of 
democracy. The program would be carried out by a national committee composed of noteworthy 
individuals from different professions. 
 The Democracy Propagation Program was approved by the cabinet on 20 November 
1973. The government also established a coordinating center for the Democracy Propagation 
Program, to be ready for business on January 1974 (as it turned out, the center opened in 
February).571 It was situated in Government House, but operated under the aegis of the Ministry 
of University Affairs and administed by the university lecturers Chai-Anan Samudavanija, 
Pramoj Nakornthap, and Aeuy Meesuk, all National Assembly members. Chai-Anan and Pramoj 
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were also members of the constitutional drafting committee.572 The government fully trusted 
these lecturers. 
 The notion of Rajpracha Samasai, or royal-subjects mutuality, became a major 
philosophical underpinning in drafting the new constitution in 1974. Kukrit Pramoj coined the 
term Rajpracha Samasai. After Thanom’s coup against his own government in November 1971, 
he thought that Thailand had never succeeded in establishing a parliamentary system since the 
Siamese Revolution of 1932. Therefore, he proposed to outline a project for political reform by 
presenting his co-called Rajpracha Samasai doctrine (Lathi Rajpracha Samasai), arguing that the 
King and his subjects were outside the circle of power. The bureaucratic and business circles, 
which he saw as within the circle of power, were counterbalanced by the King and his subjects. 
To reach the goal, Kukrit began to draft a Rajpracha Samasai constitution, stipulating that the 
King should directly appoint members of parliament and gradually make possible a general 
election. Royally appointed members of parliament would win enough legitimacy and respect to 
counter any problems. Kukrit claimed that the monarchy needed to take action to become 
involved in politics through Lathi Rajpracha Samasai.573   
 On 12 November 1973, Pramoj Nakornthap sent a paper to Sanya, Principles of Drafting 
a Constitution to Solve National Problems and Demands.”574 He suggested that the new 
constitution was designed to prevent low quality politicians and a military coup from gaining 
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power. After the 14 October 1973 incident, the new Thai constitution might help in part to 
reunify the nation. Finally, the constitution required popular participation during the drafting 
process.  
 Rajpracha Samasai was applied to the process of drafting the new constitution. Although 
Pramote did not use this term in his paper, this idea was developed for presenting to Sanya. As 
the monarchy was the most respected institution in Thailand, the King should select members of 
parliament, senator and members of the House of Representatives. He also suggested that the 
King should select subdistrict headmen and village chieftains (khamnun and phu yai ban). All 
governors sent a list of names to the government comprising about 10,000 people selected from 
villages and districts. The list was then sent to the King for final selection on appointments of 
senators, representatives, governors, and local headmen. There was belief that the monarchy 
would protect the government while it drafted a new constitution.  
For the drafting process, Pramote suggested that the government establish five 
committees composed of name from the lists to study the past five constitutions of Thailand, 
from 1932 to 1971. Then, the Royal government appointed a constitutional drafting committee, 
selecting another 10,000 people, who assembled at the National Stadium. Finally, after 
discussion and amendment of the drafts of the constitution, the draft was approved by 10,000 
representatives, with the process broadcast on radio and television.  
 Participatory process was a major theme in Pramote’s paper. Since the 14 October 1973 
incident, social forces, students, farmers, and workers, played significant roles in the political 
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arena. Pramote specified that 10,000 people on the list of names included farmers, workers, 
students, civil officials, university professors, military staff and police. They were selected by the 
King. Pramote, a close associate of Kukrit and Chai-anan, tried to introduce the practice of 
Rajpracha Samasai to Sanya.    
 The National Convention, known as the Royal Turf Club Convention, was held on 10 
December 1973. The 2,347 National Convention members replaced old National Assembly, 
appointed by Thanom, who were pressured into resigning before the old Assembly was dissolved 
on 14 December. On 19 December, the 2347 members were selected by the King and his 
advisers, including Privy Council members, Kukrit Pramoj, and Police Major General Wasit 
Dejkunchon, who would appoint a 299-person committee, who in turn nominated a 100-person 
convention to examine the draft.575  
 The U. S. government was pleased that Thailand had created a new National Assembly. A 
CIA report stated that the “King is showing that he is quite willing to play a continuing personal 
role in guiding Thailand toward a more democratic system of government.”576 About Sanya 
himself, the U.S. recognized his government’s caretaker status, but felt that he had ably handled 
problems of restoring national order after political turmoil. Students had a positive image of him. 
After his appointment as prime minister, he immediately decided to draft a new constitution. The 
CIA report added: “There is also evidence that Sanya has plans to turn the military-dominated 
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National Assembly into a civilian body.”577 The U.S. apparently trusted Sanya as interim prime 
minister due to his conservative, anti-Communist stance. General Kris had a close relationship 
with Sanya and they worked together well in the context of ongoing U.S. troop withdrawals from 
South Vietnam and maintaining American army bases in Thailand.578  
 The Sanya government realized the power of students and needed students to work in the 
Democracy Propagation Program.  The professors supporting the Rajpracha Samasai concept 
wanted students and activists to participate in the program, which published pamphlets, 
paperback books, posters, and movies explaining the importance of individual rights, duties in a 
democratic system, and popular participation. The program also surveyed and researched public 
opinion about the constitution from print media and by conducting polls in all regions. However, 
only 1,453 respondents were interviewed for the survey.579 Student activists socio-politically 
conscious since the 1970s, who had played key roles in the 14 October 1973 incident, were 
invited to join the program.   
 After the government published the constitutional draft in newspapers in late January 
1974, 300 students were trained intensively to propagandize the Democracy Project regionally. In 
February, they were sent to local secondary schools and communities to propagate democracy.580 
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While serving as prime minister, Sanya remained Thammasat University rector as he had been 
since 1971, an added motive for student trust, as he was familiar to many student leaders and 
activists. Why did he remain as rector? One answer might be that Adul Wicheonchareon, who 
would become acting rector while Sanya served as prime minister, was unpopular with students, 
especially student activists. Adul was personally strict about rules for student when he was dean 
of the Faculty of Liberal Arts from 1962 to 1968. For example, all students had to wear a neat 
uniform to be admitted to class. He was displeased by student activism, so many conflicts erupted 
between him and students, which were one reason why he preferred to remain interim rector.581 
 The Democracy Propagation Program spent its budget of 3 million baht. In April, the 
government launched a second phase of the Democracy Propagation Program with a government 
grant of 12 million baht. The program known as Return to Rural Areas attracted 3,000 students to 
join and be sent to all 580 districts of Thailand.582 80 percent of the students were from teacher 
training school programs, and the rest from universities. When they operated the program, they 
confronted the real problems of farmers, such corruption of state officials in rural areas, 
exploitative landlords, and high prices for foods and commodities. They listened to villagers and 
finally helped organize the farmers’ movement, staging a demonstration with farmers in Bangkok 
to ask Sanya to solve their problems. Alliances between students and farmers stirred up the 
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Communist phobia of Thai elite groups, with student leaders suspected of Communist ties by 
government officials, including Sanya himself.  
 
5.2 Ban Na Sai Incident, 24 January 1974: Loss of Face by High Ranking Officials 
Responsible for the Communist Suppression Operation  
 The campaign opposing American imperialism among Thai students and intellectuals 
started before the 14 October 1973 uprising. The movement gained inspiration from anti-Vietnam 
war protests developing during the second half of the 1960s and early 1970s.583 US involvement 
in the Vietnam War led a resurgence of nationalism among Thai students and intellectuals.584 
They saw the US Army use of military bases in Thailand as American imperialism. US 
intervention in Thailand was seen as threatening Thai sovereignty and potentially damaging Thai 
culture. A group of student activists realized problems with the U.S. Thailand alliance. They 
produced Phai-Khao Magazine (White Threats) to criticize U.S. intervention in Thailand. Jaran 
Ditapichai, a Thammasat University political science student, considered that when “white 
cultures” were assimilated in Thailand, Thai culture would be destroyed. Thai people among the 
elite and common folk would see Western culture as superior to Thai culture. Western culture 
would become a means for groups of Thai elites to exploit others. Western culture encouraged 
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Thai people to consume vast quantities of Western merchandise. Jaran alerted readers to White 
Threats in the cultural domain.585  
After the 14 October 1973 incident, student activists became the most important group to 
influence Thai politics. Anti-imperialism was one issue about which student activists placed 
increasing pressure upon the Sanya government. The visit of Prime Minister Kakuei Tanaka of 
Japan on 9 January 1974 was protested by a group of Thai students, who urged Sanya to reject 
Japanese investments as “economic imperialism”586 in an anti-Japanese sentiment. On 10 February 
1974, students and 30 environmental groups protested against a radar station construction project 
on the peak of Doi Inthanon, the highest mountain in Thailand. The project was controlled by 
Royal Thai Air Force as a matter of domestic security. However, the station was being built in a 
forest reserve area by the Royal Thai Air Force, violating the National Reserved Forests Act, B.E. 
2507 (A.D. 1964).587 The Ban Na Sai Village incident on 24 January 1974 was one of the Sanya 
government’s most notorious operations to suppress Communist insurgency. High-ranking 
officials responsible for the operation would lose face, after the People for Democracy Group 
(PDG) brought the Ban Na Sai incident to the public eye.  
In addition, Thai-US relations were shaken when a CIA agent in Sakon Nakon, 
northeastern Thailand, sent a forged letter to Sanya. In November 1973, The Nation reported that 
a Communist Party of Thailand (CPT) leader named Chumrat sent a letter to the government to 
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negotiate a ceasefire. The Nation suspected that Chumrat might be Plueng Wannasri, former 
editor of Phituphum newspaper (1955-1957) and a member of the CPT. General Saiyud Kerdphol, 
director of  the Operations Directorate and Coordination Center of Communist Suppression 
Operation Command, responded to the news. He told an interviewer that the government was 
considering a ceasefire request from the CPT. However, the letter written by Chumrat was sent 
not from the CPT, but the Lion Unit under CIA control. On 6 January 1974, William R. Kintner, 
as Ambassador of the United States to Thailand, officially apologized for the CIA’s intervention 
in Thailand’s domestic affairs. The CIA wanted to prove that the Thai government still shared a 
Communist suppression policy with the USA.588  
 However, the National Student Center of Thailand and People for Democracy Group 
organized an anti-American protest at the US embassy. General Saiyud defended the CIA, 
arguing that the CIA’s action was motivated by goodwill for Thailand.589 Protests against US 
intervention were held in Bangkok and Chiang Mai province when Ambassador Kintner visited 
Chiang Mai University to give a public lecture and visited King Rama IX at Phuping Palace, the 
Royal winter residence of the Thai Royal Family.590 Although the US officially apologized to the 
Thai government,
591
 student demonstrators continued the anti-American campaign. In fact, the 
Sanya government had not changed its foreign policy towards the US, but did not reveal this in 
public, instead dedicating his efforts on domestic problems. The CIA had created the forged letter 
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to sow confusion within the CPT or draw the government’s attention to the Communist 
insurgency problem.592  
 The Ban Na Sai Village burning incident occurred on 24 January 1974. Ban Na Sai 
Village is located in Srivilai District, Bueng Kan Province (before 2011, the village was in 
Nongkhai Province).  Before the incident, many newspapers reported that the CPT troops had 
appeared from Laos, invading many villages near the Thai-Lao border. On 24 January reports 
were published that CPT troops had attacked five villages and declared a zone liberated from 
Thai sovereignty. In Nong Khai Province, northeastern Thailand, the press also reported that 
Communists had aggressively attacked officials protecting Ban Na Sai Village from the CPT 
threat. They were able to successfully seize and control the village. The government mentioned 
that CPT troops had been using this village as a base camp. But Kumphol Klinsukhon, governor 
of Nong Khai, refuted the reports. Police General Prachaub Suntharangkul, Commissioner 
General, similarly refuted news reports, suspecting that the CPT had released fake news to sow 
fear and panic among Thai people. Air Marshal Thawee Chulasap, Minister of Defense, and 
Chatchai Choonhavan, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, flew to Nong Khai Province to 
analyze the situation. They confirmed that reports of CPT attacks in Nong Khai were accurate, 
but Thai army officers were fighting against CPT troops invading from Laos.593 The press 
revealed that Air America, an American passenger and cargo airline, had been supporting the 
CIA’s joint operations for a secret war in Laos by transporting foodstuffs, troops, pilots, and 
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weaponry.594 After the CIA forged letter case was revealed, many Thai media outlets severely 
attacked the US role in the Vietnam War.  
On 8 August 1965, the CPT declared that an era of armed struggle had begun against the 
Thai government. In 1969, the People's Liberation Army of Thailand was formed to spread the 
movement to different districts. The Phu Phan Mountain range area became an important base for 
upper northeast regional forces of the CPT. The Thai government realized that these areas were 
controlled by the CPT and weapons had been smuggled from Laos to CPT armed forces in Phu 
Phan. The government trained villagers as security guards to monitor CPT movement in their 
villages. The Phu Phan Mountain geography was favorable to the CPT movement, covered with 
mixed deciduous forest over the mountain range that is not steep. Peasant communities had 
formed near the range. CPT members were able to organize villagers as staff of the People's 
Liberation Army of Thailand.595 Ban Na Sai village was one of the villages in the upper northeast 
regional zone near the Mekhong River where weapons were transferred to CPT forces in Phu 
Phan. Village security guards and a volunteer defense corps was stationed in Ban Na Sai village. 
George K. Tanham, Special Assistant for Counterinsurgency at the U.S. Embassy, Bangkok, 
confirmed that since 1965, the CPT in the Northeast improved their organization to carry out a 
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long-term threat against Thailand. Their leaders eluded capture in the Phu Phan area. Villages, 
including Ban Na Sai in the northeast, could be called CPT-dominated.596  
 Student activists played the most important role in tracing facts and evidence about Ban 
Na Sai Village. Five students from Khon Kaen University in northeastern Thailand volunteered 
to survey information in the village. They spoke with CPT leaders and relayed CPT requests to 
the government.597 Thawee Chunlasap felt anxious about the students’ fact-finding mission about 
village CPT insurgency. Royal Thai Army Television broadcast a special program announcement 
about CPT insurgency at Nong Khai. The Thai army confirmed that CPT troops were taking 
control of many villages in Nong Khai. As the Thai army fought back, several houses and rice 
barns were destroyed by fire. 
 
 5.3 The People for Democracy Group and Disclosure of Information about State 
Violence at Ban Na Sai 
 On 14 February, Thirayut Bunmee, head of the PDG, organized a press conference with 
four Ban Na Sai villagers to criticize the Sanya government. He charged that violence occurring 
in the village from 21 to 30 January was caused by state officers. The villagers, interviewed by 
PDG members, confirmed that 191 special force personnel, including Volunteer Defense Corps, 
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counterinsurgency officials, and Thai Border Patrol police forced villagers to gather at the village 
pond and set fire to barns and houses. Three villagers were killed by the personnel, dying in the 
flames that destroyed their homes.   
Officials immediately responded to the PDG movement accusations. Kumphol, governor 
of Nongkhai, insultingly referred to the PDG in an interview as leftists who entered the village 
without official permission.598 Police General Prachub Suntharangkul offered the opinion about 
the Na Sai incident that it was impossible that the village had been destroyed by state officials. 
Saiyud felt disheartened that the work by the Communist Suppression Operation Command 
(CSOC) was badly viewed by the government, which seemed to isolate and abandon CSOC in the 
dark.599  
The PDG and four villagers met Sanya at the Government House the following day.  
Sanya listened to the story of what happened in the village on 24 January, as explained by the 
villagers. Prachatippatai newspaper reported that Sanya was anxious and serious when speaking 
with the villagers. He told the student activist Thirayut Bunmee that he believed the PDG and the 
villagers.600 But General Kris Srivara rejected the Prachatippatai report. He claimed that Sanya’s 
only response was that “if what was recounted by the four villagers was true, it was truly a sad 
story.” This did not imply that Sanya believed in the PDG. Kris ordered Saiyud to investigate the 
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Ban Na Sai village incidents. 601 A letter from Sanya to Minister of Interior, Kasem 
Wannaprapha, he prioritized two issues. Firstly, the Ministry of the Interior should urgently 
provide villagers whose homes were destroyed with shelter, medicine, food, and clothes. 
Secondly, Kasem should establish a committee of inquiry to investigate the incident of 24 
January.602 Whether Sanya believed the PDG report or not, he was clearly concerned by the 
implications of the Na Sai Village incident.  
 A cabinet resolution on 19 February approved the establishment of a committee of 
inquiry to investigate the facts in the Na Sai incident. The Minister of the Interior motioned to 
create the committee with Deputy Permanent Secretary for Interior Winyu Aungkanarak 
appointed as president.603 Khumphol still insisted that almost 90 percent of the villagers were 
Communist terrorists
604 and disapproved of the press and government investigating the incident.  
 Sanya wrote a draft letter to present at the cabinet meeting, suggesting that apart from the 
committee led by Winyu, another committee called the Royal Commission should likewise be 
formed. The Ministry of Justice would supervise the Royal Commission, which would lead to a 
public hearing. By now, Sanya was perturbed about the negative domestic and international 
impact of the Na Sai incident. He wanted to show publicly that the cabinet was impartial about 
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the villagers and officials.605 The Minister of Justice, Prakob Hutasingh, was a longtime trusted 
friend and colleague since the time when they both served on the court.606 However, he finally 
decided to abridge his presentation, possibly out of fear of offending the CSOC and Thai Army. 
His silence demonstrates the limited power of royally appointed prime ministers compared to the 
force of bureaucratic polity.  
 Sathap Sirikhan, a National Assembly member, motioned that the assembly convoke a 
special committee to investigate the Na Sai incident. As a legislative branch of government, the 
National Assembly could play a role in solving the conflict between the people and the state. 
However, Kachang Phuntamawin, another National Assembly member and professor at Mahidol 
University as well as CSOC staffer, opposed Sathap’s suggestion on the grounds that the National 
Assembly, as a legislative power, should not interfere with the executive branch of government. 
He also castigated the student activists, stating that they ignored the staff who were killed during 
the counterinsurgency policy missions. In warfare, when armed forces met opponents, they were 
expected to kill them. A small number of Thai people had died because of this conflict, and not 
only in Ban Na Sai village. Some fellow assemblymen applauded after Kachang finished his 
speech,
607  apprehensive that if the National Assembly established a special committee, it might 
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be blamed for intervening in executive administration. Finally, Sathap’s motion was voted 
down.608 
 Director General of Local Administration Choossanga Rittiprasart claimed that the 
burning of village houses was accidental. Governmental organizations asserted that they were not 
involved in this unfortunate incident, accusing villagers of being Communist sympathizers. These 
officials blamed Thirayut for acting on behalf of opposition forces. The Thailand Police Special 
Branch observed that he had previously met Phathet Lao Leaders in Vientiane, who proposed 
that northeast Thailand be handed over to Laos.609 Four of the villagers were deemed Communist 
sympathizers by officials and the Nongkhai Volunteer Defense Corps. Thirayut visited Ban Na 
Sai again to confront officials who accused the four villagers, and returned to Bangkok, this time 
with the 64 villagers to plan a rally at the Pramaine Ground.    
 There, on 21 February the PDG, National Student Center of Thailand (NSCT) and 
Federation of Independent Student of Thailand (FIST) protested the government. They invited the 
64 villagers as eyewitnesses and victims to answer questions asked by those present.  The 
villagers still confirmed that their houses and barns were burnt by governmental staff. Finally, the 
protest leaders made four demands to help the village. Firstly, the government should compensate 
the villagers for their losses. Secondly, offenders must be punished, and thirdly, the government 
should protected villagers who revealed the truth. Fourthly, the government must revise its 
                                                          
608
 Ibid, pp. 404-405. 
609 PRO FCO 15/1976 subjected “Ban Na Sai,” From L. B. Smith to L. M. Bullock (1 March 1974) 
 232 
 
counterinsurgency policy, since it should never have suspected that all the villagers were 
terrorists.610 This protest attracted much public attention.  
 The press visited Ban Na Sai village to find what had actually happened. Captain 
Thammarat Isarangkun Na Ayuthaya invited Sermsri Aekkrachai, a National Assembly member 
and president of the Thai Journalists Association, to survey the village. Thammarat pointed to 
several dugouts situated under stilt houses and barns, understood by CSOC staff to be bunkers. 
The front yard of Ban Na Sai School was requisitioned by the CSOC as an anti-Communist 
combat training yard.611 The villagers replied that the pits dug beneath the houses were used for 
sanitation.612 Thirayut chided Sayam Rat newspaper for its role in reporting on the Na Sai 
incident with a pro-government bias.613 Sermsri did interview one villager who insisted that 
government staff burnt down the villagers’ houses.614  
 The investigation results revealed that Communist terrorists in Ban Na Sai Village fought 
bitterly against Thai personnel on 22 January 1974.  Sanchai Sawitchart, Chief District Officer of 
Bungkarn district, and Lieutenant General Swadi Mukkaroon agreed to suppress the Communists 
who controlled an area of the village. 191 Thai troops surrounded the Communists and at 6am, 
they attacked. The report insists that they heard the sound of guns firing but were unable to see 
the Communists. So, they shot in the direction of the gunfire, and saw houses burning, without 
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being certain which side set them aflame. The report concluded that the operation was successful 
in blocking foreign Communist invasion of a Thai village. Seven Communists were arrested, 
while others escaped.615 
 The committee found it credible that Communists had mobilized in the village before 
Thai troops arrived, but could not determine how the houses and barns were destroyed. They 
assumed that either the Thai responding force had set them on fire; the Communists committed 
arson; a shell fired into the air had fallen on thatched roofs; Thai officers forced the villagers to 
assemble at a temple near the village, and in haste, some might have forgotten to extinguish 
domestic fires such as charcoal braziers; or after fighting the Thai responders, Communists may 
have returned to the area to commit arson. No one remained in the village at the time, and they 
had seen the fire from afar at night. As the investigation was rushed, some details in the report 
were incomplete. The committee suggested that the Sanya government further probe the case as a 
criminal procedure.616  
 On 12 March, after this report was delivered at the cabinet meeting, Sanya ordered the 
Minister of the Interior to investigate in fuller detail.617 Thirayut asked why Sanya had not wanted 
to publish the investigative report led by Winyu. He supposed that it provided a positive 
interpretation of Communist suppression in the village.618 During the cabinet meeting of 19 
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March, Sanya emphasized that the committee needed to investigate in more detail, providing 
examples and adding evidences. He felt that Winyu had expressed himself too much.619  
The Sanya government’s attempts to conceal details of the investigative report upset the 
PDG. Thirayut wrote an article in Prachatippatai to counter the conclusions of the government, 
National Assembly members, and high-ranking public officials. He claimed that the elite were 
trying to discredit villagers’ complaint about governmental suppression of Communism in a 
manner following traditional patterns of loyalty to political regime.620 He also blamed some 
Bangkok residents for defaming the villagers, following the anti-Communist propaganda present 
in Thailand since the dictatorship of Marshall Sarit Thanarat as well as in the United States. Fear 
of Communism was so developed that the killing of the innocent villagers appeared acceptable. 
Some Bangkok people were apt to despise those living in rural areas, in a nation where major 
wealth gaps existed between rural and urban dwellers.621 
In a memoir, Winyu Angkanarak
622 dedicated a chapter to the Ban Na Sai incident, as he 
was was appointed president of the commission of inquiry. General Saiyud Kerdphol, CSOC, 
another commission member, claimed that Thai personnel were killed and injured by CPT 
members who invaded Ban Na Sai village, declaring it a liberated zone. From 23 to 24 January, 
the CSOC tried to reclaim the village by sending almost 200 personnel. After the PDG and 
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villagers launched an appeal to the government, the commission of inquiry scheduled a fact-
finding mission. The investigation was conducted from 23 February to 1 March, after which the 
investigative report was sent to the cabinet.623 Commission members reported the investigative 
results at a cabinet meeting. Sanya and his ministers asked for information for about 90 minutes. 
After hearing the report, General Kris Srivara, Commander in Chief and Director of Internal 
Security exclaimed “Proportionate!”624 suggesting that personnel were excused for killing 
villagers and destroying houses and barns, given the certainty of Communist troop presence in 
the village. Winyu himself believed that Communists had burned many houses in the village.625  
A British diplomat commented upon the Ban Na Sai incident, which had already been 
reported by the BBC and Far East Economic Review. After Thirayut met Sanya at Government 
House and organized protests at the Pramaine Ground in mid-February with student activists. The 
diplomat did not suggest whether the villagers were pro- or anti-Communist, but noted that 
Thirayut was risking arrest or at least disgrace if the investigative report declared that the 
villagers were indeed pro-Communist.626 Although the diplomat’s situational assessment was 
incorrect, it proves that the Ban Na Sai incident had international repercussions. 
 On 26 March 1974, The Interior Ministry presented a subsidy program for the recovery of 
Ban Na Sai village. The Minster ordered the Public Welfare Department to assist villagers in four 
main areas of support. CSOC staffs assisted in the subsidy program. The government opened a 
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temporary rescue center at the village school and temporary shelter for villagers who had been 
evacuated from their homes.627 The program was not presented as a state compensation for 
victims of state violence, but rather a rescue operation to help victims in a dangerous situation. 
One researcher has suggested that General Saiyud Kerdphol admitted that the Ban Na Sai 
incident was caused by personnel who acted “unreasonably” during the insurgency suppression 
operations. The government compensated villagers for the actions of these personnel and rebuilt 
their houses.628 As it turned out, the CSOC and Sanya government never officially admitted any 
guilt. Saiyud went to investigate at the village and told an interviewer that he had made the 
villagers understand about the CSOC’s anti-Communist policy. Journalists asked who was 
responsible for the incident, but he avoided replying, adding only that if “we” fought about the 
matter amongst ourselves, the CPT would have succeeded in ridiculing Thailand.629 The 
Nongkhai governor promised villagers whose homes had been destroyed that they would be 
rebuilt.630 Saiyud and the CSOC never confessed to the villagers or the public, or offered any 
admission of guilt for killing villagers and burning their houses. In Saiyud’s more recent 
autobiography and interviews, he still reasserts that Ban Na Sai was in a Communist-dominated 
area, and that armed Communists were responsible for burning villagers’ houses.631 
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 By 12 July, the Ban Na Sai incident was fading from public attention when Surin 
Mardsadidt, a National Assembly member, sent an official request for progress on the subject. 
Police Major General Atthasit Sitthisunthorn, who served as Minister of the Interior from May 
1974 to March 1975, replied that the government had paid three million baht in compensation to 
build new houses and barns. Atthasit insisted that the commission of inquiry established by the 
government was continuing its investigations. The decision whether special forces and personnel 
were responsible for violence in the village was awaiting the conclusion of the official 
investigation.632 The Ban Na Sai incident remained ambiguous and controversial in Thai political 
history, since authorities working to suppress Communism have never been held accountable for 
their own errors. In early September, the cabinet approved an emergency budget of about three 
million baht to aid “123 victims of a conflagration.”633 The CSOC organized a committee of 
villagers to allocate the funds to victims.634 It may be stated that no excuses and admission of 
accountability ever emerged from the Thai government for the loss of four lives and damage to 
property in Ban Na Sai Village. The Ban Na Sai violence was another case of the Thai state’s 
impunity.  
 Throughout, Sanya did not dare become involved in bureaucratic polity. He considered 
establishing a commission of inquiry or Royal Commission under the Ministry of Justice but 
stopped short, preferring to leave the investigation to Ministry of Interior officials and the CSOC. 
Evidence strongly suggested that the special forces and personnel were responsible for burning 
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the village. Soldiers, police, and civil servants working to suppress Communism were adamant 
that high-ranking officials responsible for the operation should not lose face.  Ultimately, the 
same officials became increasingly dissatisfied with the way that student activists challenged 
bureaucratic polity since 14 October 1973.  
 
 5.4 Teacher Protests and Sanya’s Resignation during his First Term as Prime 
Minister 
 The Private School Teacher's Association of Thailand (PSTAT) informed the media that 
282 teachers at Thai private schools had been dismissed due to an economic downturn. The 
Ministry of Education then decided to delay their discharge.635 The PSTAT called for a meeting 
in the auditorium of the Teachers' Council of Thailand (TCT) where the dismissed teachers might 
express their problems. Most did not dare mention any real problems involving school owners, 
considering the negative affect upon finding new teaching jobs if they ever revealed reasons why 
they had been dismissed. 636 The Ministry of Education also founded a private school problem-
solving committee to evaluate the issue of private school deficits. The committee discovered that 
most private schools had faced longstanding financial losses, but suggested that instead of raising 
tuition fees, the government should subsidize each student annually at the rate of 150 baht.637  
                                                          
635 Prachatippatai (1 April 1974): 2. 
636 Prachatippatai (3 April 1974): 1. 
637
 Ibid, p. 3.  
 239 
 
 The situation degraded daily until over 850 private school teachers had been fired from 38 
schools. After the 14 October 1973 incident, teachers protested to urge private school owners to 
improve their welfare benefits, but in response, school owners dismissed any teachers who had 
joined the protests. They also wrote notified other private schools, blocking these teachers from 
finding employment elsewhere. PSTAT president Chow Pramoolphol asked the minister of 
education, Aphai Chanwimol, to overrule teacher dismissals. Deputy Minister of Education 
Bunsom Martin promised teachers that he would negotiate with school owners to restore their 
employment and if efforts failed, he would revoke the schools’ licenses.638  
 Prasarnmit Educational College students demonstrated against private school owners, 
whom they termed greedy and immoral capitalists, and declared their solidarity with the 
dismissed teachers.639 Nearly 3,000 private school teachers occupied the TCT auditorium to 
express dissatisfaction with Aphai’s avoidance of responsibility for the crisis. Bunsom also 
explained to teachers that he was powerless to react, since he was personally unable to revoke 
private school licenses.640 The 3,000 teachers agreed to establish a National Center of Teacher 
Rights Protection (NCTRP) to preserve and defend the benefits of private school teachers. They 
addressed a petition to the Ministry of Education and school owners to pressure the latter to 
rehire all the dismissed teachers. NSCT staffs helped to organize this activity. 641 
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 The Ministry of Education passed a resolution, raising the salary of private school 
teachers to the level of government-employed teachers. The ministry tried to encourage school 
board parent representatives and owners to negotiate higher tuition fees, which might lead to 
improved welfare benefit systems at schools.642 But Bunsom doubted that 1,237 private school 
teachers had been dismissed, as a report from the Office of the Private Education Commission 
(OPEC) claimed that only 60 teachers had been affected,643 so he opposed budgeting for 
compensatory pay as emergency assistance.644 As it turned out, some private schools had been 
harmed by the global recession from 1973 to 1975. 
 Dissatisfied with the resolution, about 5,000 teachers and students demonstrated at Dusit 
Palace Plaza. NSCT secretary and deputy secretary Sombat Thamrongthanyawong and Kanok 
Wongtrangan helped to organize the protest. Moving from the TCT auditorium to Dusit Palace 
Plaza, they sought to attract the government’s attention and hoped to meet Sanya, who was 
attending a National Assembly meeting. Finally, Bunsom met with teacher representatives and 
promised to help the dismissed workers. If he could not help them, he would resign as deputy 
minister of education.645 The protesters voted to disband on the evening of 19 April.  
 Bunsom admitted that Ministry of Education agents were inefficient administrators. He 
ordered to staff to establish a “special committee for submitting complaints,” to be contacted by 
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dismissed teachers.646 The National Vocational Students of Thailand declared their support of the 
teacher movement.647 Bunsom finally investigated OPEC and some private schools. Teachers 
believed that some officials and private schools were involved in corruption, conspiring to 
compel the unjustified firing of teachers. At the same time, the NCTRP investigated corruption 
cases. They discovered that 112 schools were involved in corruption, and presented these 
findings to the Ministry of Education.648     
In early May 1974, the NCTRP disappointed Bunsom, who had called for private school 
owners to rehire dismissed teachers and raise teachers’ salaries to meet government-approved pay 
scales, while abandoning charges added to official tuition fees.649  The NCTRP lacked teachers 
willing to demonstrate against school owners, some of whom had threatened NCTRP members 
with firearms.650 On 5 May, representatives from the owners and Private Schools Federation 
failed to negotiate with the NCTRP, claiming that it was impossible to rehire the dismissed 
teachers for economic reasons. 651 
The NCTRP announced a demonstration for 10 May at the Ministry of Education, to 
pressure Bunsom to resign as deputy minister of education, after his failure to keep his promise 
to have all the dismissed teachers re-employed.652 Bunsom informed the media that school owners 
were loathe to rehire the teachers. In addition, Aphai persuaded teachers to work at other schools 
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where the government provided employment, instead of requiring them to be rehired due to 
unfair dismissal.653 Finally, Bunsom informed the NCTRP that he would be resigning.  
 
5.5 Sanya’s Resignation and Reappointment as Thai Premier 
In early May, the Sanya government faced an administrative and political crisis. The 
teachers’ protest allied with student activists led to Sanya’s resignation as prime minister. He was 
also largely blamed by the public for his cabinet’s hesitation about seizing the assets of the 
Thanom-Praphat families.654 Finally, Sakdi Phasuknirand, ex-rector of Ramkhamhaeng 
University, who had expelled student activists for publishing a magazine criticizing the Thanom-
Praphat dictatorship, was reappointed by the University Council,
655
 and supported by students 
attending summer school at the university. Most students were scheduled to return to the 
university for the first semester five weeks later,
656 and they disapproved of the reappointment of 
Sakdi, notorious for his corruption and close relationship with Thanom.657 The NSCT had 
already protested against his reappointment.658 Kris and Sanya were concerned that these 
problems might threaten governmental stability. Sanya despondently penned a memo: “Today (12 
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May 1974) my spirits are low because of political problems. I can no longer be prime 
minster…”659 
Politically, Ramkhamheng University was divided into two factions of campus student 
activists: the Israphithak party led by Sawet Withayareungsri who supported Sakdi, and the 
Ramdharma and Sajjadharma parties who opposed Sakdhi. Sajjadharma was the leading group, 
consisting of experienced activists who had participated in the 14 October 1973 uprising. 
However, Sajjadharma was defeated in the student council elections of February 1974. Isrphithak 
was secretly backed by professors allied with Sakdhi. After the 14 October incident, Sajjadharma 
had often participated in off-campus protests. On 28 April, a rector’s selection committee was 
officially established. In May, Sakdhi was named the sole candidate for the rectorship. Dissent 
grew among campus and student activists who saw Sakdi as a Thanom lackey. The University 
Council president, General Saweng Senanarong, resigned, unable to cope with pressure from the 
activists. Finally, Professor Kumthorn Phuntularp was appointed as rector in September 1974.660 
Bunsom Martin decided to resign as deputy minister of education, further distressing 
Sanya.  The NSCT and PDG had expressed strong support for the private school teachers’ 
movement. Sanya feared violence and turbulence from the protests and saw that Bunsom had ably 
handled the conflict between private school teachers and school owners. He was indignant about 
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the teacher’s movement661 while at the same time, he was being charged by National Assembly 
members with being a weak prime minister. Among aggressive critics were Uthid Ngaksawadi, 
who while amending the Customs Tariff Decree (1974), claimed that the government could only 
rule without integrity or cleverness. He sarcastically informed Sanya that integrity without 
thought was the equivalent of being “clumsy and stupid.”662  
Sanya’s delay in confiscating the Thanom-Praphat property was criticized by National 
Assembly members. Student leaders and senior journalists demanded that Sanya confiscate the 
Thanom-Praphat property immediately after the 14 October 1973 incident.663 Due to lack of 
approval at a cabinet meeting on 30 October 1973, Prime Minister Sanya issued Article 17, a 
decree creating a commission of inquiry to investigate misappropriations in terms of the Thanom- 
Praphat family property. In early March, the commission led by Minister of Finance Bunma 
Wongsawan was unable to discover any details about misappropriation of the former leader’s 
property. Sanya’s response was to extend the deadline for the commission to investigate the case. 
Swadi Uthaisri, a member of the commission, informed an interviewer that Sanya is “really 
getting bored” with the subject, instead of doing what was necessary, and issuing Article 17 as a 
decree to confiscate the property.664 The implicit message was that the commission needed Sanya 
to confiscate the property, because the families were able to conceal their misdeeds, and the 
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commission had trouble identifying the sources of their fraudulent properties. No further report of 
progress emerged from the commission. In early May, the National Assembly sent an official 
note to Sanya, ordering him to issue Article 17 as a decree to confiscate the property. If and when 
the Thanom and Praphat families were able to clarify their sources of income, the government 
would return the properties.665 Mahidol University professors and students suggested that Sanya 
should use the funds, about 1.6 billion baht, to support rural development projects.666 Sanya felt 
that the National Assembly as legislative branch had impeded his role as government 
executive.667  
At a meeting on 14 May, the cabinet seriously considered Bunsom’s resignation, while 
also dealing with different interest groups pressuring the government. Sanya was sulking at some 
National Assembly members. The cabinet finally decided to dissolve,668 and Sanya made an 
appointment with the Bureau of the Royal Household to personally inform King Rama IX about 
the cabinet’s resignation. Before his Royal audience and possibly before the 14 May cabinet 
meeting, Sanya prepared a rough draft, noting political situations and explanations why the 
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cabinet had decided to resign. Sanya noted that he was obliged to send secret messages to all 
cabinet members to inform about resigning before the meeting occurred. 669 
Sanya drafted six reasons to offer the King why the cabinet should resign: The prime 
minister was seen as a weak person; Sanya did not wish to reshuffle his cabinet despite 
accusations of corruption against some ministers; he did not push for confiscation of property of 
the Three Tyrants, a term popularly used to describe Thanom, his son Colonel Narong 
Kittikachorn, and Narong’s father-in-law, Field Marshal Praphat Charusathien, leaving Sanya 
open to charges of being their lackey or having made a secret deal with them; the military 
disliked his government’s apparent identification with the student movement; Sanya was seen as 
admittedly an honest, but maladroit, executive; apart from personal honesty, Sanya possessed 
political or military administration skills; he listened only to suggestions from bureaucratic 
agency officials; and finally, President of National Assembly Kukrit Pramoj appeared to be a 
more seemly choice than himself.670 Yai Savitchart, a National Assembly member, told and 
interviewer that Sanya was too inexperienced and weak to be prime minister, and Kukrit should 
replace him.671  
In the memo draft, Sanya was upset by these criticisms and needed to vent his frustrations 
to the King. He noted that he had been pressured for seven months and could no longer be 
patient. He tried to resolve problems by compromise, but if people needed him to act, they 
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extorted him and he had no possibility of objecting to the movement activists. The most serious 
problems included almost daily street protest rallies and confiscating the Tham-Praphat family 
assets. The National Assembly proposed a draft bill, “Solving the National Economic Crisis at a 
Time of Emergency, 1974.” Article 3 stipulated that the prime minister should be able to apply 
Article 17 of the Constitution to confiscate assets of national offenders.672 The National 
Assembly pressured Sanya to use Article 17 of the 1972 Constitution to confiscate assets of the 
Three Tyrants,
673 but he opposed it as against his conscience. Corruption allegations first had to 
be proved by the Commission to Investigate Allegations of Corruption, determining that their 
assets came from bribery and corruption. Then, the government would propose to the National 
Assembly to apply the Confiscation Act to seize their assets. According to gossip, the real reason 
for his reluctance to seize Thanom’s assets was that his wife, Pha-nga Dharmasakti, was a cousin 
of Chamnan Phenchart, married to Thanom’s daughter Nongnarth Phenchart.674 Sanya resented 
this implication.  
What worst-case scenario preoccupied him most? The draft memo observed that after his 
cabinet resigned, any newly appointed prime minister would be stronger than he had been. The 
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new cabinet members would be drawn from the National Assembly, reducing conflicts between 
the cabinet and National Assembly. He was displeased by the National Assembly’s reticence 
about passing bills. Had his cabinet continued to run the government, a military coup would have 
become inevitable. His government was seen as too weak to rule, and Sanya himself was 
criticized for rejecting student demands.675  
As a true royalist, he worried about the consequences if the government were ousted by a 
military coup, reflecting badly on the King who had appointed him by Royal prerogative. Sanya 
personally did not care if he might be dismissed by the general public as a weak prime minister, 
since he was gentle by nature and disliked displaying aggressive behavior to anyone. Should 
anyone see this as weakness, he was willing to accept the criticism.676 He was more concerned 
about the King’s reputation than his own, and considered Kukrit and Thanat Khoman as suitable 
replacements who were genuinely devoted to the King. Yet had Kukrit been appointed prime 
minister, the King would have been blamed for intervening in politics,
677 since Kukrit held the 
royal title of  Mom Rajawongse.  Sanya did not appreciate Thanat’s tendency to run away from 
problems.678 As long as Sanya was unable to stop the demonstrations, people felt increasingly 
dissatisfied with his feeble, royally appointed government, which risked being removed by a 
coup, despite his excellent relationship with General Kris.  
                                                          
675 Thammasat University Archives, The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti 
9.4.4/12 “A Note Summarizing the Important Issues to Visit the King XI,”  (14 May 1974) 
676







While the teacher’s movement rallied against Bunsom Martin, the Student Teaching 
Center of Thailand (STCT) was formed to fight for wages and benefits for teachers and 
educational reform for the masses. STCT published a book, “Teacher Revolt [Kaboth Kru]” calling 
for educational reform.679 Thailand’s educational system had not been useful for most people in 
the Kingdom, and its philosophy sustained “slave” (Kha) values as “imperialism” gradually 
influenced the system, ruining the nation’s education.680 STCT tried to criticize Thai teaching 
culture’s attachment to Sakdina, a feudal system of social hierarchy operational from the 
Ayutthaya to early Rattanakosin periods of Thai history.681 The book depicted Thailand as a 
longtime semi-colonial country in which American capitalism and imperialism influenced the 
educational system, with textbooks and curriculum programming students to keep faith in 
Western values.682 Sanya’s government and national security agencies suspected STCT of using 
leftist terms and ideas to criticize the educational system. The Department of Central Intelligence 
(Krom Pramol Khao Klang) noted that since 14 October 1973, university student activist groups 
such as PDG, the Thammasat University Student Union (TUSU), and NSCT were controlled by 
leftists.683 It is unsurprising that the teacher’s movement should have likewise been suspected by 
the government.  
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David Cole, British Ambassador to Thailand from 1973 to 1978, predicted that Sanya 
might be reappointed prime minister against his own wishes. The National Assembly was 
expected to pressure Sanya to accept reappointment to facilitate a cabinet reshuffle. Due to the 
instability and unpredictability of the political situation, the Thai Army was on full alert until 
the new government was formed. The NSCT monitored against the possibility of a military 
coup.684  Ambassador Cole described a “weak government whose morale began to flag as soon 
as it was appointed,” unable to vanquish public criticism or control a National Assembly 
majority due to repeated deep conflicts between his cabinet and the Assembly. Returning from 
recess for the new semester starting in the middle of May, students had more power to attack the 
government and individual ministers than could be endured.685 
 After Sanya’s resignation, Ambassador Cole revealed that the King had tried to persuade 
him to stay when he and Kris visited the King at Hua Hin on 15 May. However, Sanya resigned 
on 21 May, because the public expected cabinet reshuffle. Minister of Finance Bunma 
Wongsawan planned to resign alone, but rather than replacing his cabinet indivisually, Sanya, 
phoned the King to announce the resignation of himself and his entire cabinet.686 In fact, Sanya 
had decided to resign by the time of his 14 May draft memo. The British diplomat report 
indicates that the King asked Sanya to continue
687
, but he could no longer tolerate teacher 
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demonstrations and NSCT protests against the reappointment of Sakdi as Ramkamheng 
University rector. 
Thirayut added, “I don’t know why the government places so much importance on these 
three people, considering that they were the lackeys of the Three Tyrants.” The three people that 
were referring to were General Kris, Air Chief Marshal Thawee, and General Sawang 
Senanarong, Minister Attached to the Prime Minister's Office. Bunma, also frustrated by public 
criticism, submitted his resignation to Sanya. On the night of 20 May, Sanya phoned to the King 
that his government would have to resign. The following day, Sanya and all his cabinet members 
decided to resign together. National Assembly members General Bunruen Buacharoon and 
Kasem Chatikavanij, the latter the head of Dusit 99, an elite circle of 99 government office and 
business community leaders, as well as the university professors Chai-Anan Samudavanija, 
Pramote Nakronthup, and Auen Meesuk, who ran the Democracy Propagation Program, all asked 
him to stay on, to no avail.688  
Instead, Sanya handed in his resignation on 21 May. Despite solid support from the King 
and General Kris, he failed to resolve the crises, indicating that royally appointed prime ministers 
had limited ability to consolidate power. The National Assembly, whose members were from the 
groups of traditional elites, composed of almost 70% of state officials and businessmen,689 had 
often challenged Sanya’s government. When student activists protested, allying themselves with 
other social groups such as farmers, workers, and teacher, political upheaval resulted. The 
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traditional elite observed these events and faulted him for weak leadership. The student 
movement became a key problem for the smooth functioning of Sanya’s caretaker government 
and promulgating the 1974 Constitution.   
 
5.6 Reappointment of Sanya and the Labor and Farmer Movements 
Sanya was reappointed by the National Assembly on 27 May. On 26 May, Kukrit, as 
National Assembly president of met secretly with other assemblymen. Kukrit was named as next 
prime minister, but he refused the appointment. Finally, the National Assembly proposed that 
Sanya be reappointed690 despite his unwillingness. As soon as he accepted, told journalists: “In 
fact, comebacks are my Karma! I need rest.”691 He was still firmly supported by the military, 
police staff, officials, and businessmen.692 The King also fully supported his reappointment. After 
Kukrit reported to the King at Klai Kangwon Palace, Hua Hin, Prachuap Khiri Khan Province 
about Sanya’s reappointment, the King and Queen Sirikit invited Sanya and his wife for an 
audience to discuss Thailand’s situation. To celebrate Pa-nga’s birthday according to Thai custom, 
the King poured water over her hands.693 The King was pleased with Sanya’s reappointment.  
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Despite their continual conflicts with Sanya and his cabinet, most National Assembly 
members respected the prime minister and sought his reappointment. As soon as Sanya declared 
his resignation, Kasem Chatikavanijand his Dusit 99 voiced their support for Sanya’s 
reappointment.694 Expressing their strong mutual relationship with Sanya695, Kasem stated that 
“no one else would be as appropriate a choice as prime minster as Sanya.”696 In addition, Sanya 
had asked Kasem to recommend anyone who might be suitable to serve on his new cabinet. One 
of Sanya’s ministers suggested by Kasem was Kasem Suvannakul, Chulalongkorn University 
rector.697 Sanya had to reduce conflict between his cabinet and the National Assembly by 
appointing people accepted by the latter.  
Student activists favored Sanya as well, and the NSCT and Sombat 
Thomrongthanyawong visited him to persuade Sanya to accept reappointment.698 From Sanya’s 
resignation until his reappointment, students halted street demonstrations, waiting until the day 
after he was reappointed to present new petitions for his second term of office. Among them were 
the demand that Sanya should use Article 17 to confiscate the Thanom-Praphat family assets, 
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supporting labor and farmer activism, and scheduling withdrawal of American troops stationed 
in Thailand.699 This approach suggests that student activists had no other choice but Sanya.   
 
5.7 New Agenda of Sanya’s Government  
The second term of Sanya’s government officially began on 27 May 1974. Twelve cabinet 
members were reappointed from the first term. The King became involved, giving advice to 
Sanya for selecting others.700 Although new cabinet members were still mainly technocrats and 
civil servants, there were fewer military personnel or those associated with the Thanom-Praphat 
dictatorship. As Minister of Defense, Air Chief Marshal Dawee, associated with the exiled 
dictators, was replaced by General Kruan Suthanin. General Kris introduced General Kruan,701 
who was preferred over General Sawai Senyakorn, another respected army leader, also 
introduced by Kris. Both deputy ministers of defense, Admiral Thavil Keyanon and Air Chief 
Marshal Bua Sirithip, were also introduced by Kris.702 Some ministers much disliked by student 
were removed, including former Minister of Education Aphai Chantawimol, former Minister of 
Industry Asoke Kosin, and Deputy Prime Minister Sukit Mmimmanheiminta. In spite of student 
dislike of, and distrust for, General Kris, he remained Director of National Security. Bunma and 
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Boomsom refused to accept reappointment.703 The King did not introduce any ministerial 
candidates, only expressing an opinion to Sanya about whether a list of new ministers was 
suitable.704  
One nickname surrounding Sanya was a “government of students.”  This irked him, as it 
made him seem to be a reluctant leader. The elite were anxious paranoid about American forces’ 
withdrawal from Indochina, and middle classes faced economic problems from the global oil 
crisis. The CPT propagandized in rural areas. Sanya was accused by both groups of abandoning 
the issues students had demonstrated about. He realized that leftist ideas were spreading among 
university students. A People’s Republic of China exhibition at Thammasat University in January 
1974, organized by the TUSU, was considered by Sanya to be unauthorized, yet it was not 
forbidden. Sanya was unable to control the impact of student activists, so he was criticized by 
some officials, especially military staff for leading a “government of students”.705 Instead of 
ignoring the exhibition, Sanya’s cabinet sent officials to look into the matter, and they reported 
that it represented a danger to the Kingdom. The students were instigated by the CPT to 
encourage Thai people to believe in Communism. They were convinced that Pridi Banomyong 
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had influenced the exhibition and suggested that Sanya take some measures to stop it,706 advice 
which he rejected.  
During his second term of office, Sanya tried to isolate himself from cooperating with 
student leaders. Athough the Democracy Propagation Project had its deadline extended in its 
scope to assist farmers in rural areas
707
, students mobilized farmers to political action instead.708 
Sanya’s frustration with student activism was one factor contributing to his resignation in May. In 
his second cabinet, he was less obviously sympathetic to student demands, as activists 
radicalized their activities and protests.  
Sanya announced seven points of official policy for his new cabinet. While Kukrit visited 
the King to report upon the Assembly resolution to reappoint Sanya, the latter wrote this policy 
alone in his Hua Hin District bungalow. He also mentioned those to be named for his new 
cabinet,
709 focusing on economic recovery and social equality as well as the constitution drafting 
process. According to his policy draft, land allocation for landless farmers urgently needed 
improvement, along with the rising cost of living and crime rate.710 He made a special effort to 
assist farmers, recalling their pressures, combined with student activism, in his first government. 
During the Cold War, Thai officials perceived that farmers and impoverished workers were main 
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targets of CPT propaganda. Rightists believed that they had no political ideas of their own, so 
were easily brainwashed by the CPT.711 The growing roles of farmer and worker activism 
influenced Sanya’s government policy over the following seven months.  
 
5.8 Alliance of Famers and Students and Discontent of the Sanya Government  
In March 1974, farmers launched large-scale protests in Bangkok to demand rising paddy 
rice prices. Chai Wangtaku, a farmer leader from Phitsanulok supported by the NSCT gained 
public attention when he asked Sanya to aid the farmers, claiming that this was not the first time 
he had requested government assistance. In March 1971, he came to Bangkok to ask the 
parliamentary government headed by Thanom for more help to farmers. Farmers needed the 
government to guarantee paddy rice prices because of increasing prices of basic necessities. 
Sanya agreed, considering a policy to guarantee rice prices and promising that his government 
would spend 300 million baht from rice premium revenue to implement the policy.712 
Guaranteeing the rice prices did not solve more serious problems of tenant farmers. 
Tension existed between landlords and tenant farmers in remote rural areas. Since the 
passage of the Rice Field Control Act of BE 2493 (1950), landlords had effectively opposed the 
law. In Northern Thailand, landlords and officials tried to overrule the law, claiming that it 
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destroyed traditions between generous landowners and tenant farmers. Landlords provided tenant 
farmers with intangible benefits, but the law destroyed the patron-client relationship between 
them. Tenant farmers strongly approved of the law, writing letters to their members of parliament 
to demand justice. They derided any traditional relationship claimed by landlords as old-
fashioned. After they paid rent demanded by landlords of about two-thirds of each harvest, they 
lacked enough rice to feed their families.713  
Landlords in the north were divided into groups.  First group was princely and noble 
families and another was rich merchant families who have traded with the farmers. Those 
merchant familes also were moneylenders who targeted the farmer families. Both groups were 
very disgruntled with the farmer’s movements in the middle of the 1970s.
714
  
In 1957, under the Sarit dictatorship, the tenancy problem was ignored by the state as it 
gradually grew in the north. Although numbers of landless farmers were increasing, bureaucrats 
remained silent about the issue of tenancy in rural areas. 715 After the 14 October 1973 popular 
uprising, street protests were organized by student activists and workers in Bangkok. As one 
outcome of the 14 October 1973 events, farmers saw an opportunity for political participation 
and demonstrated in Bangkok to demand justice. After March 1974, farmers were one of the 
interest groups playing a vital role in Thai politics until 1976.  
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According to a study by Hans U. Luther, in the 1970s some significant regional 
differences existed: landlessness was the major problem in the North, tenancy in the central 
plains, and debt in arid northeastern areas, while settlements of illegal land use and many 
employed in low-paid plantation labor. In addition, problems of farmers ranged from the limited 
areas of cultivable land per average farm household to unskilled farming methods, lack of 
irrigation facilities, and shortage of pesticides, fertilizers, water pumps and traditional systems of 
cropping, tenancy, and the need to bribe local officials. 716 
The issue of land reform for landless farmers attracted public attention. From 1973 to 
1976, progressive books boomed in the publishing market, including paperbacks written by Thai 
Communists, socialists and radicals. Magazines produced by students, activists, and radical 
scholars also were in high demand. The tenancy problem and land reform became a key subject in 
these publications. For example, Udom Cheykeewong, a consultant for the Bung Thong Lang 
farmers’ group in Pathum Thani Province, wrote “Farmer Reform” (Pathiroop Chaw Na), stating 
that farmers had to improve and change themselves to meet new challenges together with “new 
power.”717 The new power meant students, who had become a beacon of hope for farm reform. 
Udom’s book offered suggestions to students and the government about problems and obstacles 
of farm reforms.  
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In July 1974, another book, “A Farmer’s Revolt” (Chao Na Pratiwat) was published, 
supporting farmer activism with a collection of articles about farmers’ problems, interviews with 
farming leaders, and a report on farmers’ protests from March to June 1974. The book’s tone is 
quite aggressive, with one article blaming state officials for the allegation that the “ruling class 
groups have no virtue; they became slaves of capitalists.”718 The book calls for the farmers to 
stand by themselves, since the “only way to survive is for farmers to unite in studying the 
political situation carefully, following domestic and international news … Only politics helps 
people to be intelligent and not be oppressed. Farmers must pay attention to politics starting 
now!”719 
On 25 May, 49 farming families in Nakorn Sawan Province told the NSCT that landlords 
and police were threatening to arrest them for land invasion.720 Soon, farmers from central 
Thailand rallied in Bangkok, calling for help from the government. Farmers revealed that 
landlords had cheated in land and debt issues. Sanya agreed to establish a Committee to 
Investigate the Problems of Indebted Farmers (CIPI) to examine the situation by sending 
members to paddy fields. On 4 June 1974, Sanya enacted Article 17 to empower the committee to 
resolve farmers’ complaints.  
 Article 17 of the previous military constitution of 1972 was instrumentalized to help 
landless farmers. Before he had resigned in late May, Sanya announced on Meeting People, a 
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government television program, his intention to use Article 17 to solve issues faced by landless 
farmers. The public had first suggested that Sanya use Article 17 to grant CIPI power to fight 
powerful landlords.721 On 4 June 1974, during the first cabinet meeting of his second term, the 
the use of Article 17 was approved by vote. The government explained to the press that the CIPI 
had attempted to negotiate with landlords to allow farmers to work during the rainy season. But 
they refused to negotiate, so Article 17 became the only option for reallocating land and 
investigating grievances of landless farmers.722 
 The NSCT played a significant role in organizing the farmer movement. After the 14 
October Uprising, Sanya approved the budget to establish the Democracy Propagation Project 
and Return to Rural Areas. Before the 14 October Uprising, student activists had been interested 
in the problem of rural areas. The story of Komol Keemthong 723 inspired student activists to 
create activities to develop rural areas. Students from several universities volunteered for the 
Democracy Propagation Project and Return to Rural Areas. University lecturers helped these 
projects as advisors.  
 Student activists who worked for the Democracy Propagation Project realized that 
disseminating democratic principles was not what farmers needed. When they returned to 
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Bangkok after their visits to villages, they reported and shared information about rural 
grievances. They focused on problems of farmers, including rent, mortgages, interest, and 
landlessness. On 3 June, the NSCT collected a large number of petitions from farmers in the 
central region and submitted them to the government. After that, the Sanya Cabinet decreed 
Article 17 to empower the CIPI.724 Problems of farmers were a top priority for Sanya during his 
second term.  
 Still, he hesitated to use Article 17 because it remained a symbol of a past dictatorship. 
The public pressured him to use it. Landlords and the local elite refused to negotiate with the 
CIPI to help farmers. The NSCT and farmers pressured the government by demonstrating in 
Bangkok. After several meetings between NSCT leaders, farmer representatives and top 
government officials, Sanya used Article 17. The CIPI now exercised unprecedented authority to 
arrest and detain landlords. Prachachat Weekly News Magazine supported his decision to use 
Article 17, considering landlessness as the most urgent problem to solve. The rainy season starts 
in June, when farmers begin to grow paddy rice, so land should be fully distributed to landless 
farmers by this month. If the Sanya government was unable to return the land to landless farmers 
by June, they would miss a year’s harvest and lose their main family income.725  
 Sanya also had to use Article 17 because he feared that the situation in rural areas would 
soon get out of control. The CIPI committee provided time to find a means to calm the situation 
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by investigating cases about which farmers had petitioned. In 1974, conflicts between landowners 
and farmer-student groups became more vehement. Farmers in some provinces, supported by 
students, repossessed their former lands from landlords. Landlords then prosecuted farmers, who 
defaulted on mortgage repayments to landlords or moneylenders. Six farmers in Phichit, 
Phetchabun, Phitsanulok, and Nakhonsawan who had attempted to repossess their lands were 
arrested for trespassing. In addition, landless farmers in Phetchabun submitted petitions to the 
government, asking for permission to farm in a reserved forest area.726 All in all, decreeing 
Article 17 empowered the CIPI to reduce growing tension between landlords and farmer-student 
allied groups that were demonstrating in rural areas and Bangkok.  
 In reality, the government’s new measures were highly ineffective, insofar as the 
committee received 53,650 formal petitions, but was able to resolve only 1,635 cases.727  Athipat, 
a weekly NSCT newspaper, showed that decreeing of Article 17 was no panacea. Civil officials, 
capitalists, and landlords were mutually assisting one another. Farmers had no faith that the 
government’s new measures could resolve their problems.728 In early June 1974, Kon Chon 
magazine, a fortnightly published by the FIST, dedicated a special issue to Farmers. The cause of 
rural farmer distress began with unfair rice prices. The Thai government collected rice export 
taxes, called a rice premium, driving export rice prices higher than domestic one. Farmers never 
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accrued any advantage from the higher prices because premium rice taxes of about 30% paid by 
rice mills to the government were compensated by purchasing paddy seeds from farmers at an 
undervalued rate. Many had to become tenants to sustain themselves and retain their lands.729  
Although Sanya had tried to use strong measures to solve the problems, farmers’ distrust of state 
authority was deeply rooted. 
 On 27 June, farmers, students, and university lecturers visited Deputy Prime Minister 
Prakob Hutasingh, President of the Special Committee for Helping Farmers, to submit their 
demands. Prakob said that the government was unable to accept all the demands. For example, 
farmers who had lost their lands over a decade before hardly ever recuperated them.730 
Negotiations between Prakob and the 19 representatives of farmers and the NSCT started at 2pm. 
The government agreed with their demands and prepared to broadcast the outcome of 
negotiations on national radio. But, there was no such broadcast that day. The farmer leaders and 
NSCT were extremely disappointed in the government, and insisted on meeting Prakob again the 
following day.731 The nine political groups, known collectively as Nine Institutes (Kao 
Sathabun)732 declared their support for the farmer movement.  
                                                          
729
Kon Chon: Chao Na [The Poor Magazine: special issue Farmer] (First Fortnight of June 1974): 6-11. 
730 Prachatippatai (28 June 1974): 1. 
731 Prachatippatai (28 June 1974): 12. 
732
 The nine groups consisted of 1) The National Student Center of Thailand 2) The National Center of 
Teacher Rights Protection 3) The National School Student Center of Thailand 4) The Federation of Independent 
Student of Thailand 5) People for Democracy Group 6) Graduated Club 7) The National Center of Educational 




 When decreeing Article 17 did not help their situation, about 100,000 farmers 
demonstrated in Bangkok. From 24 to 29 June, they gathered at Pramaine Ground, voicing six 
demands to Sanya:  
 “1. Allocate land that troubled farmers could rent to subsist for that year and arrange for 
farmers who once owned land to use their original land. 
2. Establish a committee to investigate the loss of land by farmers. If the evidence 
indicates that farmers were cheated by capitalists, the government should seize the land and 
return it to the original owners. 
3. Investigate the payment of interest in excess of the amount stipulated by the interest 
rate law. In cases in which there has been overpayment, the government should return it to each 
farmer involved. In addition, the government should rent and buy land from capitalists, which 
farmers would be allowed to rent and buy from the government at fair prices. 
4. Allocate permanent land for landless farmers, but not unusable land. 
5. Stop seizing land and transferring ownership of it, including all the land seized since 
the beginning of the protests. 
6. Drop all legal cases against farmers filed since Article 17 went into effect.”733 
 
The NSCT and student activists met until late that night to discuss the government’s 
response. They renegotiated with Prakob in an all-day session to find solutions. After negotiations 
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ended at Government House, Prakob met farmers at Pramain Ground to announce the outcome 
of negotiations. The government required farmers to dissolve the protests and return home by 
buses provided for the protesters.734 On 29 June, the government officially responded to the 
demands with an executive order. However, Sombat Thamrongthanyawong and Konok 
Wongtrangan, Secretary and Deputy Secretary of the NSCT, resigned in protest, in serious 
disagreement with the FIST. They agreed that students should work together with farmers, but the 
FIST had tried to lead and control them.735 
Sanya did not appear to be serious about the farmer movement. Negotiations between the 
government and farmers allied with student leaders were over in only two days. At first, on 28 
June, Sanya asked Puey Ungphakorn to negotiate with student leaders. Puey phoned him to say 
that he was not worried about the activists.736 On the next day, Sanya, Prakob, and the student 
leaders smoothly negotiates a resolution to the problems. The government accepted six of the 
farmers’ demands. As soon as the farming demonstration was disbanded, Sanya went to 
Chachoengsao Province, near Bangkok, to joyfully attend a Buddhist ordination ceremony.737  
In his second term, Sanya’s priorities included landless farmers, as he announced in the 
National Assembly. Article 17 had been decreed to empower the CIPI just three weeks before the 
farmer demonstration at Pramain Ground. Yet the landless farmer movement gradually created 
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more troubles for the government, as Sanya feared. The alliance of farmers, workers, and student 
activists was considered trouble not only by the government, but also by bureaucratic officials in 
the police, army, and civil service. In November, the Farmers' Federation of Thailand (FFT) was 
founded to protest for land reform, demonstrating once again at Pramain Ground. Although the 
movement was never far from the mind of the government, they mistrusted the FFT which they 
saw as leftists and instigators victimizing the farmers.  
 
5.9 Forming the Farmers' Federation of Thailand and Distrusting Student Activists 
 Since the Phlabpphlachai incident,
738
 Sanya’s government was preoccupied with mob 
control and rioting. General Kris worried about Thanom-Praphat factions in the army which 
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might launch a coup d’état if the government was unable to control rioting. Pramoj Nakornthap 
claimed that General Kris had attempted to seize power from Sanya repeatedly and tried to 
persuade Puey Ungphakorn to replace him, but Puey refused.739 There was no strong evidence for 
Pramoj’s claim. General Kris and Sanya belonged to the same faction and Kris had a leading role 
in politics since the end of the 14 October 1973 incident. After the Sanya government’s 
resignation in May, Kris encouraged Sanya’s reappointment, so there would have been no reason 
for him to overthrow Sanya. In any case, student-led demonstrations put pressure on Sanya, who 
worried with Kris about activities by the Thanom-Praphat factions.  
 On 9 August, farmers returned to Bangkok to protest at Pramain Ground. There had been 
no change in rural areas since the government issued the executive order of 29 June. Farmers 
accused Sanya’s government of duplicity. Governmental allocations of land for landless farmers 
were inadequate and the CIPI was unable to intervene in landlord-farmer cases.740 Farmers 
threatened to renounce their citizenship, holding up their national identification cards, which 
troubled the government. Prakob accused farmers of being greedy and selfish, falling victim to 
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instigators.741 Farmers also threatened to establish a “liberated area of their own and refused to 
pay taxes.”742 This protest sparked governmental anxiety about the spread of Communism and 
farmer revolt in the heart of the Thai nation.743 
From 19 to 29 November, farmers returned to Bangkok to protest against the government. 
They demonstrated in front of city halls in Chiang Mai and Lamphunn Provinces, northern 
Thailand
744  and declared the formation of the Federation Farmer of Thailand (FFT), submitting 
nine demands to the government:  
1. Allocate land to landless farmers in time for this year’s rice-growing season. 
2. Create a committee to investigate the loss of land by farmers who have been cheated by 
capitalists. In the event of a legal case between farmers and capitalists, the government should 
arrange for collateral for farmers who lack sufficient resources. 
3. Allocate permanent land to landless farmers 
4. Pass a law limiting the amount of land that can be owned by one person. In Isan, this 
should be no more than 100 rai. In other regions, it should be no more than 50 rai. 
5. Decree the 1950 LRCA and set the rental period at six years. As for the new LRCA, the 
farmers will compose a draft for government review. 
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6. Pay farmers’ debts to creditors in full and allow farmers to redeem their land, through 
purchase, rent, or lease to buy, at a just price.  
7. Provide proof of ownership to farmers who have occupied public land for at least ten 
years.  
8. Cancel government projects that have led to losses or trouble for farmers and with 
which the majority of troubled farmers do not agree, for example, a plan to build a dam in Udon 
Thani province.  
9. Guarantee that the price of paddy rice will not fall to less than three thousand baht per 
kwian.745   
On 28 November, the FFT awaited a response from the government. Buddhist monks and 
nuns joined the protesters. A Daily News columnist claimed that the monks who participated in 
the Government House rally were “undisciplined, but they hold other protesters’ hands as if they 
were professional activists.”746  General Kris was disturbed by the presence of monks, suggesting 
that their action in leading the demonstration marked the “end of everything. There is nothing 
more serious than this!”747 Between 1973 and 1976, forces of change and the new political 
atmosphere greatly impacted every section of Thai society, including religious orders. Some 
monks were involved in right or left wing politics. Political and social issues were discussed in 
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monasteries, where some monks identified themselves as secular political activists.748 The 
presence of monks in the FFT attracted much public attention. In the same month, activist monks 
called Yuwasong (the Young Monks) formed the Federation of Buddhists of Thailand (FBT) to 
reform the Sangha administration and promote a democratic Sangha parliamententary system 
(Sangha Sapha)749  
Phinit Jarusombat, Secretary of the NSCT, explained that the FFT was organized because 
the government did not understand or heed farmer’s problems, nor did it think of any ways to 
help them.750 Andrew Turton asserts that in the 1970s, socioeconomic developments created a 
new historical conjuncture for Thai peasantry through new forms of organization and 
consciousness. After the establishment of the FFT, the movement grew rapidly, especially in the 
north. They tried pressure officials to pass a new Land Rent Act. The last time that the FFT rallied 
in Bangkok was on May Day 1975. Prime Minister Kukrit Pramoj rejected all nine FFT demands. 
After that, the FFT never returned to Bangkok, but continued their struggle in the provinces 
while being attacked by rightwing groups and assassins who killed FFT leaders.751 Kanok 
Kewthep
752 agreed with Turton. The FFT’s between 1973 and 1976 was to assert that farmers had 
a unique political consciousness, struggling against landlessness, debt, and tenancy. The FFT 
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organization was established by students and farmers to challenge an old image of farmers 
lacking political consciousness. The FFT challenged established authority and many local elite 
groups to fight for justice.  
Many governors or state officials tried to block farmers from participating in the Bangkok 
demonstrations.753 Prakob was offended when some farmers tried to present a petition to King 
Rama IX, considering it inappropriate for the farmers to involve the King in politics, since the 
monarch was above politics.754 FFT President Chai Wangtaku said that farmers were drafting 
their own version of the Land Rent Control Act. He further responded to Prakob’s accusation that 
farmers should not have tried to communicate their grievances to the King by petition. They did 
not seek to involve the King in politics.755 Other countermovement groups were dissatisfied with 
the FFT. On the evening of 22 November, a group of vocational students disrupted an FFT 
protest by intruding onto the stage and through a megaphone, criticizing farmers at Pramaine 
Ground. Somsak Khunmongkol, a leader of the Red Guars, a far right-wing paramilitary 
organization active in Thailand during the 1970s, accused the farmers of being disingenuous. The 
FFT was supported by politicians in their anti-government protests. The FFT should be dissolved 
immediately and go back home. No violence broke out between vocational students and the FFT. 
One witness reported that a yellow Volkswagen beetle and Mercedes Benz automobiles 
transported the vocational students with a state official from Pramaine Ground.756  
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 On 26 November, negotiations between the FFT and government broke off, with the 
government refusing to accept the nine FFT demands. Student leaders and the FFT were 
disappointed, responding by mobilizing more protesters. Ten of thousands arrived in Bangkok 
and repeated their demands. Student from different universities declared their support for the 
FFT.757 On the evening of 29 November, the group of monks, workers, farmers, and students 
decided to move from the Pramaine Ground to Government House. Army commander in chief 
General Kris prepared for riot control. A group of the vocational students was staying at the 
Marble Temple, located near Government House, where inside, serious negotiations between the 
government and FFT continued from 3pm to 1:30am. Sanya finally accepted the FFT demands.758 
Sanya wrote about negotiations between the FFT and his cabinet.759 After attending the 
open ceremony of the Asian Parliamentarians’ Union convention at Ananta Samakhom Throne 
Hall, Sanya had to negotiate with FFT leaders and student activists. At first, Sanya was not 
serious about the FFT movement because General Kris and the National Intelligence Agency had 
reported that the situation was under control.  
Sanya and Deputy Prime Minister Prakob Hutasingh negotiated with FFT members, 
including NSCT representative Praradorn Pongsuwan, TUSU president Wichit Srisang, and FFT 
president Chai Wangtakul. Sanya noted that the negotiations went well, with Chai telling the 
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government that he was worried about many lawsuits between landlords and landless or tenant 
farmers.760   
However, the FFT decided to rally in front of Government House that evening. Cabinet 
and Parliament members and senior officials feared a riot between the FFT members and 
agitators. Another distraction was the welcoming reception for the Asian Parliamentarians’ Union 
convention at Government House. Many government guests felt unsafe and departed. The Special 
Branch Police Bureau commissioner reported to Sanya that negotiations should conclude as 
quickly as possible because leftist students were leading famers to rally at the House. But it was 
too late.  
Sanya feared violence that might result from the FFT movement and asked all officials 
and staff working on the reception to assemble at Banchakarn Building, Government House. The 
National Intelligence Agency director informed him that Chinese agitators among the 
demonstrators were ready to sabotage Government House buildings by arson. He also anticipated 
a riot comparable to the Plabphlachai incident. The report unsettled Sanya about the 
demonstration and he prepare to declare a state of emergency if the situation became worse. 
General Kris, Police General Prachub, commissioner general, ordered police and military staff to 
be on full alert. General Witoon Yasawat told Sanya that he had already requested the Crime 





Suppression Division Police force to be stationed at Government House. Witoon encouraged 
Sanya “Don’t worry, I can confirm it.”761 
 Sanya and his cabinet deeply distrusted the FFT. Sanya had observed that while 
negotiations between FFT members, including student leaders. And the government was 
ongoing, sometimes they requested Sanya and Prakob to leave the table and shut the door so that 
they could discuss some issues privately. At 9pm, about 8,000 FFT demonstrators waiting for a 
reply at Royal Plaza started to march at the Government House,
762 as they continued an internal 
debate. Sanya expected that they would miss the 9pm deadline if the FFT remained longer at 
Government House, and exploited the situation.  
 After the FFT demonstrators arrived at Government House, FFT members insisted upon 
their own nine demands. Sanya wrote that before negotiations, the demands had been reduced 
from nine to two. FFT members speaking with the government entered and exited Government 
House to the FFT demonstration outside the building.  He saw that student leaders and FFT 
members looked weary and confused, 763 noting again his distrust of the FFT and student 
activists. In return, FFT members mistrusted Sanya’s cabinet.  
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  King Rama IX was also concerned about the conflict, suggesting that Sanya report on the 
progress of negotiations to the media, rather than wait until negotiations were over.764 The king 
sought to deflate the rage of protestors. Pinich declared to protesters that in one hour, if the 
government still refused their nine demands, they would force the government’s hand with a new, 
stronger measure. Sanya observed that Wichit and Paradorn were stressed and afraid of being 
unable to control the protesters. Wichit confessed that the nine FFT demands were impossible to 
implement. If they agreed with the government, they would be blamed by FFT protesters 
awaiting the negotiation results.765 Wichit’s only choice was to force the government to accept all 
the demands. Sanya remarked that Wichit and Paradorn cared about “radical leftist students” 
rather than farmers.766 
 Finally, negotiations finished peacefully at 1:15am. Sanya signed an official document 
stating that the government accepted the nine FFT demands.767 Sanya estimated that the FFT 
demonstration was possible at Government House because the security system and intelligence 
were weak and defective. Government House buildings were also unsafe because of their location 
near thoroughfares. Sanya was convinced that the FFT was organized by leftist students. At the 
front of the rally, monks and other protestors brandished pictures of the King’s and the national 
flag. Sanya commented to the FFT that they wanted to show the public that his government was 
controlled by warlords and capitalists. The government oppressively governed the Thai people 
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and did not respect the triad of Nation, Religion and King. The 14 October 1973 incident was 
inspired by leftist students who overthrew the military dictatorship. Sanya assessed that the FFT 
did not want the government to hold a general election on 26 January 1975. The “extreme leftists” 
identified by Sanya among FFT student leaders saw no way for a leftist to win the election. If 
they successfully sabotaged events in Bangkok, the military troops might stage a coup. Leftists 
demonstrated to persuade people to protest the military government. By overthrowing the 
government, they might transform the Kingdom of Thailand to a Communist regime.  
 Bringing farmers to join the movement, Sanya argued, was the tactic of leftist FFT 
students, since poor farmers inspired compassion. He agreed with the FFT that farmers were 
living in severe hardship, but leftist students used the image of the poor farmers to attack the 
government. The anti-Communist government was fiercely criticized by citizens, who were 
dissatisfied with their leaders.  
 Sanya wondered why the FFT had addressed petitions to him instead of Deputy Prime 
Minster Prakob, who was directly responsible for farmer’s problems. When the government could 
not solve their problems, the FFT propagandized about the government’s policy failure to resolve 
farmers’ problems. They attacked the government for not caring about the farmers’ poverty, 
providing an image of the elite as heartless and cruel.  
 During negotiations between the FFT and government, Sanya observed two groups of the 
student activists, Bun (文) or students good at negotiating, and Bu (武), students who led the 
farmers to rally at Government House. The FFT tried to delay negotiations because they needed 
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demonstrators to move to Government House to pressure the government to accept their 
demands. When the government did accept, they claimed success in the negotiations. Sanya 
worried that had the government rejected the demands, how would the demonstration be 
resolved?
768
 Therefore, Sanya and his cabinet decided to accept the demands to stop the 
demonstrations. 
 Sanya’s note expresses his distrust of the FFT movement organized mutually by student 
and farmer leaders. A few months after the 14 October 1973 incident, coordination between the 
government and student activists had developed. Students had played a significant role in 
motivating the Democracy Propagation Project. However, by Sanya’s second cabinet in late May, 
the government had alienated the student movement. Student activists were also more inclined 
towards socialism and worried about injustices to farmers and workers, challenging traditional 
hierarchical society values of bureaucratic polity.769 During the democratic years from 1973 to 
1976, extra-bureaucratic forces such as students, farmers, and workers protested against the 
government, while also challenging the ruling class of business leaders, military staff, civil 
officials and politicians. They complained that the ruling class still dominated the state after the 
14 October 1973 incident and had allowed American imperialism to influence domestic affairs. 
The ruling class was a great obstruction to democratization in Thailand,
770 and the prestige of 
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bureaucratic polity was damaged by extra-bureaucratic forces. Unsurprisingly, the right wing elite 
sent paramilitary forces to disrupt university demonstrations.  
 In conclusion, the conflict between Sanya and the FFT was one example of distrust of the 
student movement. But the government did try to reconcile with students during street 
demonstrations. Many elite groups were dissatisfied with student activists and faulted Sanya for 
his compromising with the students. These elite felt more secure in a dictatorship than in a 
civilian government, and some tried to end the student movement with violence. They hired 
paramilitary troops to abuse and threaten the student movement. All in all, Sanya realized that his 
cabinet was at high risk of a military coup, despite the King’s full support for his government.  
 
5.10 Growing More Radical Movements: Discontent with Student Movements of the 
Royal Government 
U.S. policy towards Thailand after the 14 October 1973 incident continued with Paris 
Peace Accords of 1973, which announced the withdrawal of American troops from Indochina. 
The U.S. needed to maintain American military bases in northeast Thailand as it withdrew 
strategic forces from South Vietnam. U.S. military bases in Thailand were positioned to prevent 
the North Vietnam government from reneging on the Paris Peace Accords. The U. S. government 
approved of Sanya’s reappointment as an anti-Communist conservative who could be relied upon 
to support U.S. policy. Furthermore, Sanya’s cabinet was composed of former ministers from the 
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Field Marshal Thanom government. General Kris promised not to intervene in civil government 
matters.771 However, the growing role of the student movement clashed with U.S. strategy. 
Students protested against American intervention, which they condemned as American 
imperialism.     
The U.S. heeded student movements which voiced significant anti-American imperialism 
sentiments, as during the Ban Na Sai Incident, Phlab Phla Chai Incident, and student-led protests 
to withdraw American troops from Thailand. Yet the U.S. government was confident that the Thai 
elite conservative stance fully supported American military bases continuing in Thailand. 
Although Sanya and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs sometimes criticized American presence in 
the Kingdom, American troops were able to operate freely to pursue their own strategies.772  
In fact, Sanya and his cabinet had no involvement with the Thai army. Directly criticizing 
Sanya did not help student activists pressure American forces to withdraw from Thailand. In 
addition, the Thai military army needed American troop support and the budget inflow from the 
U.S. Army’s Military Assistance Program (MAP). Reducing the MAP budget would be a major 
concern for high ranking military staff, who saw it as helping to block the spread of Communism 
from Indochina to Thailand. Therefore, military staff and conservatives strenuously opposed 
student activists.  
                                                          
771
 Jitiya Purksametanan, “Thailand in the US Changing Strategy toward Southeast Asia,” PhD Thesis, 
Chulalongkorn University, 2010, pp. 71-72. 
772
 Ibid, pp. 93-106. 
 281 
 
A British diplomat assessed the role of students on the anniversary of the 14 October 
1973 incidents. He saw that the decline of student influence was caused by close cooperation 
between Sanya’s government and General Kris Sivara and the military and the National 
Assembly establishment.773 The interim government continued to function, although Sanya failed 
to overcome many obstacles during his term of office. The watershed in relations between 
student activists and the government may have been the resignation of Sanya’s first government 
in May. Since then, Sanya became alienated from student activists. At the time of his first cabinet, 
students readily offered advice and sent demands to him. However, the diplomat reported, 
“Sanya’s second cabinet has been noticeably less sympathetic to student demands.”774 As the 
British report suggested, Sanya distrusted the student movement led by radical- progressives from 
FIST and PDG. Both groups were now involved in organizing villagers and establishing labor 
unions.  
Therefore, establishing the FFT raised anxiety about the student movement. The FFT was 
formed by students to communicate grievances about landlessness, tenancy problems, and the 
price of paddy rice. Farmer’s demonstrations organized by the FFT were seen as serious threats 
by the elite and local landlords. Six farmer leaders from the North, all active in the FFT, had been 
murdered by local gunmen shortly after the large FFT protest in May 1975.775 In addition, from 
March 1974 to June 1978 there were 46 farmer leaders killed with the obvious indifference of the 
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police. When the conflicts between the farmers and the right wing groups became more violent, 
they had no choice to join the CPT for fighting against Thai governments.
776
  
There were many negotiations between Sanya and farmer leaders. In November 1974, the 
FFT had rallied at Government House to pressure Sanya to accept their demands and although 
the government accepted the demands, Sanya’s distrust of the FFT and student activists 
continued, as he diagnosed the demonstration as influenced by leftist students.  
At the start of the open political time after October 1973, the fall of the military 
dictatorship brought about fragmentation of authority. The elite were unable to centralize or unify 
their power. State power was divided among individuals and factions within the military, police, 
and civil officials who controlled paramilitary groups, such as vocational students sent by civil 
officials to agitate at farmers’ demonstrations. This group later became the Red Gaurs. At the 
same time, Sanya feared a coup d’état by some army faction if riot control failed at a mass 
protest.  
5.11 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this chapter illustrates the changing relationship between the Royally 
appointed government and student activists. After Sanya’s appointment as prime minister, the 
government needed students to promote the concept of constitutional democracy in rural areas. 
The government approved a budget for the Democracy Propagation Program and The Return to 
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Rural Areas project. The King was pleased by the democratic developments and pushed to create 
a National Assembly. However, in January, student activists protested about a number of issues, 
including an anti-American campaign, the Ban Na Sai incident, the teachers’ demonstration and 
worker-farmer alliance calling for justice. Those issues conflicted with the interests and reputation 
of the military staff. The Thai elite feared the readiness with which student activists accepted 
leftist ideas, which made them widely distrusted, including by Sanya himself.  
As Royally appointed prime minister, Sanya enjoyed no unified governmental authority. 
General Kris, allied with him and the King, presented another dominant force in elite society. 
After October 1973, state authority in Thailand was fragmented into real actors such as high 
ranking military, police staff, and civil officials, who could challenge the Royal government and 
form the paramilitary forces to disrupt the student movement.  The next chapter will continue this 
analysis by studying two incidents, the ceremony of the Royal cremation of the October 14 










Challenges from Within: Fragmentation of Thai Elite Groups under Sanya’s Leadership 
   
Chapter five investigated how student activists challenged the establishment. They 
dedicated themselves to protesting social injustice and American military presence in Thailand. 
The right wing elite worried about student advocacies when they radicalized, exposing 
bureaucratic corruption, crimes by officials, and social inequality. A coalition of students, 
farmers, and labor leaders caused anxiety among the elite about Marxist influence upon student 
activists. Although Sanya Dharmasakti attempted public and private negotiations with student 
leaders, they never abandoned their protests. Sanya was made to feel uncomfortable and 
frustrated by this persistence by elite factions in putting increased pressure upon him to stop the 
student activists.  
 The monarchy’s political power heightened after the 14 October 1973 uprising.777 King 
Rama IX and members of the royal family supported the demonstrators who faced police forces 
in the street next to the palace walls. The king’s subsequent intervention to halt the violence 
became a symbol of a responsive democratic monarchy. However, although the King’s power 
rose significantly in the aftermath of the 14 October uprising, he was unable to dominate the 
entire Thai elite. As a profoundly trusted subject, Sanya was appointed by royal prerogative as 
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interim prime minister. He faced challenges from many factions of the elite as well as from 
student activists. In late May 1974, Sanya decided to resign as prime minster.  
 This chapter aims to examine the power of the royally appointed government. Although 
Sanya received firm support from the king and General Kris Srivara, he faced several crises 
during his term of office. On 14 October 1974, the royal cremation of the October 14 heroes and 
return of Field Marshal Thanom Kitttkachorn in late December suggested that Sanya’s 
government could not completely control the bureaucracy. Ultimately, rising power of the 
monarchy directly affected the 14 October uprising. But the king did not achieve hegemony of the 
ruling class. In these two cases, despite considerable support from the king and Kris, Sanya faced 
obstacles from factions of the ruling elite.  
 
6.1 Politics of the Royal Cremation Ceremony of the October 14 Heroes on 14 
October 1974 at Pramain Ground and Conflicts among Elite Groups under the Royally 
Appointed Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti. 
 In October 1974, the government under the supervision of royally appointed Prime 
Minister Sanya Dharmasakti faced two potentially violent incidents. The first was when 
vocational student groups supported the National Legislative Assembly’s approval of a draft of 
the 1974 constitution and organized a demonstration in front of the National Assembly building 
on 5 October 1974, the date upon which the constitutional draft would be voted. The vocational 
 286 
 
protestors wanted to express disagreement with the National Student Center of Thailand (NSCT) 
as well as other independent groups protesting against acceptance of the constitutional draft. At 
that time, the government feared that a violent clash would result. As it happened, no violence 
occurred, and the National Assembly successfully voted on the constitution.778 The second event 
was the royal cremation ceremony held on 14 October 1974 at the Pramain Ground. Hosting the 
royal ceremony, the government was again concerned about potential public disturbance. There 
were also worries about the personal safety of King Rama IX who presided over the ceremony
779. 
However, the event went smoothly, because the government provided a protective custody staff 
consisting of soldiers, police, scouts, and vocational students
780. The ceremony demonstrated 
tensions between different elite groups, including Sanya’s government, military senior staff, 
business associations, politicians, and the monarchy, all opposed to student protests. 
 On 14 October 2009, the 36th anniversary of the royal cremation ceremony, the 14 
October Foundation published a series of four research works with the overall title “Note of 
October” (Mai Het Deuan Tula). The first, entitled “Remembering the 14 October 1973 Incident” 
(Wa Duai Tula Rumluk), contained articles studying different ceremonies relating to the 
commemoration of the 14 October 1973 incident. An article by Nattaphat Techabannapanya, on 
“Many  stories from the Memorial Book of the Royal Cremation Ceremony of the October 14 
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Heroes,”781 focused on analyzing overlapping and inconsistent use of such words as heroes and 
ceremony in memorial volumes from the royal cremation of the October 14 heroes. The varying 
use of these terms implied disingenuousness on the part of Sanya’s government in organizing the 
ceremony. 
 Smith Thanomsadsana’s article, “The October 14 Heroes in the perception of the state: the 
royal cremation ceremony held on the 14 October 1974,” described the funeral ceremony 
organized by the government as admirable and fully honorary. However, it was postponed from 
the originally scheduled date.782 Planning was not smooth, because the Pramain Ground is used 
exclusively by royalty as the site for royal cremations of the monarch and royal family. The 
monarchy and royal family, whose power had increased after the 14 October 1973 incident, 
disapproved. Smith presumed that Sanya would not receive pressure from high ranking officials 
because ceremonial plans were already underway, and the King had been reverently invited to 
attend. As it turned out, the ceremony would be delayed because the King himself was 
dissatisfied with the use of the royal cremation site.783 
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 Smith’s argument is plausible that the Pramain Ground remains a sacred place for royal 
ceremonies in popular awareness. It should be added that the army played a major role in 
pressuring the government, which led to delays. The royal cremation ceremony at the Pramain 
Ground was preceded by an agreement between the NSCT, represented by Chamni Sakdiseth 
and a Ministry of Defense (MOD) delegate.784 The official schedule of the royal cremation 
ceremony was published in newspapers, announcing that the government was organizing a royal 
cremation ceremony from April 27 to 28 of 1974 at the Pramain Ground,
785
 before the 
postponement to October.  
This section will describe the pressure from military staff upon Sanya’s government as 
one cause of the royal cremation ceremony’s being delayed. It will also examine reactions from 
different groups of the elite, the monarchy, and right wing activists who were displeased by 
student activists and their protests after the 14 October 1973 incident. Finally, this section 
analyzes sporadic upheavals which occurred during preparation for the royal cremation 
ceremony. These upheavals were the direct result of Thai state pressure after 14 October. State 
power was not centralized in the civilian government, but dispersed among high ranking 
officials, police, and military personnel. 
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6.2 Organizing the Royal Cremation Ceremony for the October 14 Heroes under the 
Royally Appointed Prime Minister Sanya Dharmasakti 
  Two days after the incident of 14 October 1973, Sanya Dharmasakti’s government 
passed a cabinet resolution, assigning the MOD to prepare an official cremation for those who 
had died in the uprising.”786 However, the resolution did not yet identify a cremation site, perhaps 
because the toll of the dead, missing, and injured was as yet undetermined. Most newspapers 
asked the government to create a monument for the heroes as well as organizing a funeral 
ceremony in their honor. Sayam Rat suggested that the government organize a special full honors 
funeral ceremony for the heroes to commemorate and praise the dead. The funeral was organized 
as a major honor for parents and relatives of the dead, underlining the bravery and sacrifice 
endured by these loved ones.787Sayam Rat also called for the construction of a heroic monument 
to commemorate the event.788 Prachatippatai newspaper proposed that the government build a 
heroic monument in addition to holding a funeral ceremony with highest honors for the heroes.789  
The press and government agreed that the latter should organize a funeral ceremony worthy of 
the heroes who has died in the incident.  
One letter of suggestion from a Prachatippatai reader was printed in the Complaints and 
Comments from the People column of 21 October 1973. Signed a Thai Patriotic Group, it 
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proposed six aspects of the government’s organization of a funeral ceremony to commemorate 
the 14 October 1973 incident.790 One was that the funeral ceremony of the heroes should take 
place at the Pramain Ground. The government should not include in the ceremony the bodies of 
police and soldiers who had attacked the people, because the deaths of the latter were not 
considered heroic. This proposal resembled the royal cremation ceremony and commemoration 
ceremonies for police officers, soldiers, officials, and volunteers who died in anti-Communist 
operations
791  as well as military volunteer corps killed during military operations in the Republic 
of Vietnam or South Vietnam.792 Those who died suppressing Communism and during operations 
in South Vietnam were “considered praiseworthy”793 in the view of the elite group and monarchy, 
during the Cold War era of alliance between the Thai government and the United States. 
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Popular demand for the government to organize a funeral ceremony and build a 
monument for the dead was still high shortly after the October 14 event. Many donors gave funds 
for funeral arrangements and creating a funeral monument. Thai residents of the city of Chicago, 
Illinois donated 100,000 baht to help arrange the funeral ceremony, Taxi driver groups donated 
money to build a heroic monument, groups of Indians in Thailand mourned the heroes, donating 
over 500,000 baht, in addition to generous donations sent by readers through  newspaper 
fundraising campaigns.794 
In mid-January 1974, the royal cremation ceremony schedule was set by the government, 
with students from universities and high schools as well as the public all participating as co-hosts. 
The government named the MOD as leader of the ceremony. Sanya appointed a Committee for 
Organizing the Royal Cremation Ceremony of the Heroes of the 14-16 October 1973 Incident, 
comprising representatives from the NSCT, Vocational Education Center, and MOD. Chamni 
Sakdiseth, as NSCT public relations representative for the Committee for Organizing the Royal 
Cremation Ceremony, announced that the ceremony would be held on the north side of the 
Pramain Ground from April 27 to 28, 1974 for a total of 68 dead protesters.795 
Before the official schedule could be published, conflicts arose between NSCT 
representatives and the MOD. Mr. Chamni stated that he was only a civilian attending meetings 
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about the royal cremation ceremony. When votes were called for, the soldiers won every time. He 
felt that the Thai people should host the royal cremation ceremony. If the government wanted to 
take part, the prime minister, rather than the MOD, should be present.796 We do not know further 
details about possible conflicts between the NSCT and MOD. The outcome of the meeting was 
that the MOD remained the main director for the event. In addition, the government promised not 
to interfere with the MOD’s work.797  
On 19 January 1974, traveling to meet  King Rama IX in Chiang Mai Province, Sanya 
received a report that some soldiers had expressed dissatisfaction with the student movement due 
to the royal cremation ceremony.798 Sanya prepared a memorandum on different issues for 
discussion, including an amendment of a vehicle taxation act, hoarding merchandise, student 
activism, corruption at Nong Ngu Hao Airport, and the royal cremation ceremony of the 14 
October 1973 heroes. He recorded the following message: “This time, there was a delicate matter 
about the cremation of the 14 October 1973 heroes. The government had allowed the MOD to 
organize the royal cremation ceremony at Wat Phra Sri Mahathat, and the Ministry gave a 
newspaper interview to this effect. Representatives of the NSCT opposed cremating bodies of 
soldiers and police who had died during the incident together with the heroes at the same 
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ceremony. Since the police and soldiers were considered the culprits, they should not participate 
in a dual cremation with heroes. The MOD was very angry, so they decided to return the royal 
cremation planning to the cabinet. When I returned to Bangkok, I called the NSCT to inform 
them that no royal cremation would occur.”799 
 Some military groups expressed severe dissatisfaction with the NSCT’s organization of 
the royal cremation ceremony at the Pramain Ground, refusing to cremate bodies of police and 
soldiers who died in the 14 October 1973 incident. Sanya stated that at this time, some young 
soldiers also accused his government of working like a “students’ government.” A senior soldier 
informed him about the dissatisfaction of the soldiers’ group.800 It may be asserted that the army 
wished to organize the royal cremation ceremony at Wat Phra Sri Mahathat Bang Khen, with 
other military staff and police officers. The Post Engineer Department of the Royal Thai Army 
was responsible for creating the royal funeral pyre, basing the design upon cremation ceremonies 
for soldiers killed in the Franco-Thai War in 1940.801 The army and Communist insurgency 
suppression command organized an annual cremation ceremony to honor soldiers and volunteers 
who died during Vietnam War military operations, including volunteers killed as a result of anti-
Communist efforts. The origin of royal cremation ceremonies for military officers and volunteers 
who died as a result of anti-Communist activities merits further investigation.  
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In 1967, the government of Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn established the Royal 
Thai Volunteer Regiment, or Queen's Cobras, to fight in the Republic of Vietnam and South 
Vietnam. The government and royal family organized a funeral ceremony for the dead soldiers at 
Wat Phra Sri Mahathat, Bang Khen, held on 11 November 1968 and subsequently.802 Later, royal 
cremation ceremonies were extended to officials and volunteers who also died from fighting the 
Communist Party of Thailand (CPT).803 From 1957 to 1967, the Thai government sent troops into 
South Vietnam to join in anti-Communist operations with the United States. However, sending 
volunteer troops into South Vietnam was merely a symbolic gesture expressing Thailand’s anti-
communist stance. The number of Thai military volunteers was unimportant for the military 
forces in charge.804 The governments of Field Marshal Sarit and the United States were more 
concerned with the operations of The Pathet Lao or Lao Nation communist movement, closely 
associated with Vietnamese communists. Both Thailand and the U.S. supported the government of 
the military strongman Major General Phoumi Nosavan, in opposition to the Pathet Lao. 
In August 1960, General Kong Le staged a coup d'etat, successfully overthrowing 
Phoumi’s government. At the time, the U.S. and Thai governments were shocked to hear of the 
news of General Kong Le's coup. By the end of the year, Phoumi retorted with his own 
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successful oup against Kong Le, with the assistance of Thailand and the United States. Both 
governments were further committed to help Phoumi combat the Phathet Lao. 
In 1962, the International Agreement on the Neutrality of Laos, known as the Geneva 
Accord of 1962, pledged to respect Laotian neutrality, refrain from interference in the internal 
affairs of Laos, and not draw Laos into military alliances or to establish military bases in Laotian 
territory. As it worked out, the agreement was violated and Laos would be divided into three 
regions of influences, each under the influence of foreign countries. The northern region was 
under the influence of China, with the eastern region and Ho Chi Minh trail, a logistical system 
that ran from the Democratic Republic of Vietnam to the Republic of Vietnam through the 
kingdoms of Laos and Cambodia, under the North Vietnamese influence. Finally, the western 
region was under the influence of Thailand and the United States. In 1964, the Laotian Civil War 
which had been brewing since 1959, experienced further escalation due to tensions among the 
three regions of influence. The Geneva Accord was seen as a failure.805 The Thai government and 
the United States decided to send Thai police paratroopers, special combat units trained for 
guerrilla warfare, into the fray, funded by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Field Marshal 
Sarit approved a plan to send them to train Hmong forces led by Major General Vang Pao to 
oppose the Pathet Lao. The arrival of the police paratroopers was a secret operation, to avoid 
appearing to openly violate the Geneva Convention.806 In early 1968, the right-wing Lao army 
suffered huge losses to the Pathet Lao in Nam Bak District and during the Tet Offensive. The 
Pathet Lao and North Vietnamese army successfully invaded an area controlled by the right-wing 
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army, but Vang Pao’s forces were unable to compete with the Pathet Lao in skill and experience 
in guerrilla tactics.807 Finally, in the 1970s, the United States and Thailand sent US Special 
Forces-trained Thai Tiger Soldiers under the Unity program. The Tiger Soldiers consisted of 
reserve troops trained for secret war missions in Laos to support the government of Prince 
Souphanouvong. They were commanded from Headquarters 333 (HQ 333), created by the Royal 
Thai Army (RTA) to control covert operations involving Laos. 
After the Paris Peace Accords, officially titled the Agreement on Ending the War and 
Restoring Peace in Viet Nam, was signed on 27 January 1973, the United States withdrew troops 
from South Vietnam, including the last unit of Tiger Soldiers, repatriated from Laos in May 
1974. Briefly, the Thai government sent more troops to fight in Laos than to South Vietnam, 
because Laos was highly important to the security of Thailand.808 From a military perspective, it 
was necessary for Thailand to participate in military intervention in Laos, shifting some Thai 
armed forces cooperating with American troops in South Vietnam. Communism was seen as 
incompatible with the Thai way of life, indissociably linked to the monarchy and Buddhism. Elite 
Thai groups further perceived alliances with the United States as bringing security benefits for 
Thailand. The United States expected Thailand to serve as a key actor in halting the string of 
Communist victories in Southeast Asia, following the pattern of the domino theory.809 This made 
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funeral ceremonies for soldiers and volunteers who died during anti-Communist missions 
especially noteworthy honors for the dead. 
It was unsurprising that Sanya’s government ordered the MOD to organize a royal 
cremation ceremony for the heroes. The MOD sought to model the ceremony at Wat Phra Sri 
Mahathat after the pattern of cremation ceremonies of soldiers and volunteers. However, a MOD 
report submitted to Sanya on 18 February mentioned that after the first meeting on 9 January of 
the committee to organize a royal cremation ceremony,
810  “the committee had already scheduled 
a date and venue for the ceremony. Barring unforeseen circumstances, it was deemed appropriate 
to have the ceremony at the end of April 1974 (perhaps 27 and 28 April) on the north side of the 
Pramain Ground.”811 The report confirmed that the venue might be problematic. Therefore, the 
mention of “unforeseen circumstances” was included. In addition, the MOD reached an agreement 
to follow the NSCT’s wishes to not cremate bodies of police officers and soldiers in this 
ceremony. The MOD referred to a great number of letters sent to the NSCT, disapproving of the 
plan to include the bodies of polices and soldiers in the ceremony.812 The royal cremation 
ceremony of the heroes created dissatisfaction and embarrassment for the military. But due to the 
negative public image of the army following the 14 October 1973 incident, the MOD agreed to 
comply with NSCT demands. 
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 6.3 Following the progress of the royal cremation ceremony of the heroes by the 
NSCT and Sanya’s disappointment 
On 16 May 1974, the NSCT announced that Sanya had agreed to preside over the royal 
cremation ceremony, while the MOD was still serving as organizing committee. Sanya was 
responsible for contacting the Bureau of the Royal Household to submit the schedule of the 
cremation for King Rama IX’s approval. The ceremony was expected to be held in June.81337 
After the cabinet meeting of 11 June, the government resolved to change the responsible agency 
from the MOD to the prime minister's office.814 This alteration occurred one day after the NSCT 
had met Sanya.815 
On that day, the NSCT as part of the cremation ceremony organizational committee 
pressured Sanya for some concrete developments in setting a date for the event. The government 
had agreed to organize the ceremony in mid-June, but as that time approached, no definite 
progress had been made. The delay might have been due to two main reasons. First, on 27 May 
Sanya had just launched a new government administration for his second term of office. Second, 
in early June, factory workers of the Lucky Textile Mills Limited in Phra Pradaeng District, 
Samut Prakarn Province cooperated with factory workers near Phet Kasem Road in the area of 
Phetkasem Road, Samut Sakhon Province, to protest unfair wages and staff dismissals after the 
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textile factories reduced production capacity. The protest took place in front of the Department of 
Labor
816. At that time, the government was negotiating with workers at weaving mills. 
On 10 June, when the NSCT asked Sanya about progress in organizing the cremation 
ceremony, the public was unaware of the result of the negotiations, but presumed they must be 
fraught. After the cabinet meeting the following day, a resolution was issued, giving the prime 
minister's office sole responsibility for the planning. Sanya noted in a memorandum: “At 4:30pm, 
the National Student Center of Thailand as committee for the heroic funeral and monument = 
Annoying!”817  It may be assumed that Sanya was already under pressure from the army, 
especially about the ceremonial venue. Instead, Sanya confronted the textile factory worker 
protests, in which students and activists joined as well.818  
On 11 June, the cabinet meeting resolution added the following details: First, the cabinet 
would serve as the main host of the royal cremation ceremony, inviting monks and inviting King 
Rama IX to preside over the royal ceremony. Secondly, the cabinet appointed a new committee 
to carry out the royal cremation ceremony. The prime minister or deputy prime minister might 
preside over the royal ceremony committee and the Office of the Permanent Secretary for 
defense headquarters would serve as committee secretariat. Thirdly, the former committee and 
subcommittee organizing the royal cremation ceremony as designated by the MOD were in 
charge of the committee appointed by the cabinet. The most signficant resolution of the meeting 
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was about the ceremonial venue. The cabinet agreed to “request Sanarmsuepa [former Royal Thai 
Army headquarters] as venue.”819 Sanya would dispute with the NSCT about this choice of 
location. 
Minister of University Affairs Kasem Suvannakul reported to Sanya that he had 
negotiated with the NSCT about the cermonial location. The NSCT insisted that the Pramain 
Ground would be the most suitable place, given the crowds of people who wished to attend. In 
addition, a ceremony to be held in the Pramain Ground has already been planned since January 
by the Ministry of Defense. Kasem presented this issue to the cabinet on 23 July,820 resulting in a 
resolution to delay the ceremonial event. Sanya ordered the government public relations 
department to conduct a poll to find out popular opinion of a royal cremation event at Pramain 
Ground.82145 The postponement suggests that the government was under pressure from the army, 
which disagreed with the choice of Pramain Ground as venue. 
 
 6.4 Reaction of the Thai Military and Elite Groups to NSCT Demands to Hasten 
Preparations for the 14 October 1974 Royal Cremation Ceremony for the 14 October 
Heroes 
After the cabinet agreed to transfer hosting duties from the MOD to the prime minister's 
office, a date for the royal ceremony was still not announced. Peerapol Triyakasem, a student 
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leader, commented that the government had not yet arranged the royal ceremony because it did 
not wish the masses, including undergraduates and high school students, to gather. In addition, 
some observers were growing weary of the role of the NSCT.822 At the end of August, the NSCT 
invited relatives of the heroes to attend a meeting on 1 September to increase pressure on the 
government about the royal cremation ceremony planned for the October 14 Heroes. Later, 
Changthong Ophasiriwith, interim secretary of the NSCT, announced the results of the gathering. 
He summarized if the government would not commit to organizing a royal ceremony, then the 
NSCT and relatives of the heroes hosted one by themselves, with the NSCT covering the 
ceremonial budget. If the government still wished to host a ceremony, it should be organized for 
14 October 1974 and situated at the Pramain Ground area.823 Changthong also called upon the 
government to provide land as soon as possible for constructing a monument to contain relics of 
the heroic dead.824 
According to Prachatippatai news reports, military officials told interviewers that the 
delay in organizing the royal cremation ceremony was deliberate, due to concern that 
opportunists might cause disturbances during the ceremony. The MOD constantly changed and 
delayed the ceremony. The NSCT, preoccupied with electing new secretary, was involved in the 
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time-consuming process of forming a new organizational committee, leaving little time free for 
following up on the royal ceremony.825  
On the evening of 2 September, the NSCT met the prime minister to inform him about the 
proposal by relatives of the heroes, as well as negotiate a resolution about organizing the 
ceremony. Sanya jotted down a memo: “From 6:30pm to 9pm, members of the National Student 
Center … met me and pressed me on the royal cremation for the heroes…”826 He was displeased by 
the pressure applied by the NSCT. During a cabinet meeting the following day, General Kris, as 
commander in chief and director of the National Council for Peace and Order (NCPO), stated that 
the government “gave in to them (the NSCT) to organize the royal cremation ceremony at the 
Pramain Ground.” He disagreed with the arranged date of 14 October, but felt “it should happen 
before or after that date.”827 Kris’s suggestion confirmed that the army did not wish to organize 
the royal cremation ceremony at the Pramain Ground. However, the army surrendered to pressure 
from students and relatives of the heroes. The reason that General Kris objected to a royal 
cremation ceremony on 14 October might have been that the army lost some popular credibility 
by its actions during the 14 October 1973 incident. 
Senior officials severely prejudiced against students and activists. Minister of the Interior 
Luang Attasitsittisoonthorn told Sanya in early August 1974, during a meeting of the committee 
on governmental corruption and misconduct, that the student movement organized by Seksan 
Prasertkul of the FIST was working to enlist farm workers, laborers, vocational pupils, and 




826 Thammasat University Archives, The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti 






university students to overthrow the monarchy. He accused students of using the date of the royal 
cremation ceremony for the 14 October heroes as a “D-day for overthrowing the government 
and... leading farmers and laborers to launch the plan.”828 Attasitsittisoonthorn exaggerated facts in 
his report to the prime minister, but his claims convey the paranoia felt by the Thai elite about 
socialist ideas then popular among students and activists. 
The meeting resolution of 11 June about the royal cremation ceremony was reconsidered, 
concluding that the cabinet would continue to host the ceremony as planned, and as the “place for 
organizing the royal cremation ceremony, the resolution specified an area on the north side of the 
Pramain Ground.”829 The Ministry of University Affairs was assigned to build a funerary pyre. 
The government appointed a new committee for organizing the royal cremation ceremony 
chaired and vice-chaired by the prime minister and minister of defense, General Kruan Suttanin 
respectively.830 
Before the first meeting of the cremation ceremonial committee on 9 September at 
Government House, NSCT representatives consulted with Sanya and imposed three conditions: 
that NSCT representatives be appointed to the committee or to the main committee chaired by 
the prime minister; that the royal cremation ceremony be scheduled for 14 October; and that they 
might attend the 9 September committee meeting. The prime minister promised to help advance 
the first two demands. As for whether or not they would be admitted to the September meeting, 
he would need to request a preliminary cabinet resolution. 
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 At the first meeting, the cabinet agreed to appoint a student representative as committee 
member, and take responsibility for holding the cremation ceremony on 14 October. The NSCT 
representative usually made the sole demand to Sanya that the ceremony must be held on 14 
October,
831  indicating that the NSCT did not trust Sanya’s government to carry out the ceremony. 
Their request to participate in the organizational committee was a means of directly pressuring 
the government to hold the ceremony on 14 October 1974 and that day only. 
Despite the NSCT’s successful in making requests to the government, Deputy Minister of 
Defense Air Chief Marshal Bua Sirithip, also on the committee, answered a reporter’s questions 
ironically, claiming that the committee was “unable to arrange the ceremony on time. Now, the 
committee does not discuss any details. Creating a beautiful cremation pyre takes a long time, 
unless magic is used to construct it.”832 The government also had no objections to the NSCT 
proposal to assume students and undergraduates as volunteer security details. Air Chief Marshal 
Bua assured the interviewer that everything would turn out all right.833 NSCT secretary 
Changthong Ophassiriwit told a reporter that the committee had to arrange about 10,000 students 
and undergraduates as security squads, working alongside the police to prevent “outside agitators 
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at the ceremony.”834 The Pramain Ground represented a considerable area to cover. The question 
arises, what persons or groups was Changthong concerned about? 
 
 6.5 Conflicts between Demonstrators For and Against the 1974 Draft Constitution 
and Eruptions of Violence as well as Rumors of a Coup.  
Vocational students played an important role in the 14 October 1973 incident, along with 
university students. After the incident was over, bitter conflicts remained among the Thammasat 
University Student Union (TUSU), the NTSC, and vocational students. Vocational students felt as 
if they had been abandoned after the incident ended. 835 This feeling turned into an opportunity 
for some elite groups and senior military personnel to further alienate vocational students from 
the rest of the student movement. 
Since the 14 October 1973 incident, vocational students were more active in clamoring 
for liberty and rights with such issues as student welfare, school administrative competency, and 
dictatorial behavior from lecturers. From October 1973 to August 1975, vocational students 
demonstrated to have school directors discharged no fewer than 39 times.836 These protests 
sometimes ended in violence. Students called upon the government to provide opportunities for 
vocational students to continue studies at the undergraduate level. Since state institutes of 
technology were controlled by the Ministry of University Affairs, vocational students were given 
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less opportunity to continue studies at the bachelor’s degree level, usually failing examinations 
required for further study. A protest on this matter was held in front of the Ministry of 
Education.837 After it was over, some vocational students went to the National Theater, where 
they quarreled and fought with each other. Some vocational students fled to the Chana 
Songkhram Metropolitan Police Station at Khet Phra Nakhon, Krung Thep Maha Nakhon. A 
violent clash ensued, where some students died and others were injured, while a police car was 
torched.838 Some vocational students stated that they had been shot at by the police.839 Sanya was 
angered by this incident, and considered the vocational students aggravating, disturbing, and 
contemptible.840 Their public rioting made the government appear ineffectual. The public image 
of vocational students had been negative even before such incidents, but those who incited a riot 
at the police station were unrelated to the National Vocational Students of Thailand (NVST), who 
volunteered to assist the police in caring for the safety of students protesting Japan’s Prime 
Minister Kakuei Tanaka at Lumpini Park.841 
The right-wing elite groups consisted of officials and soldiers dissatisfied with what they 
saw as excessive student preoccupation with politics. They feared socialist ideas that were 
popular among the university students and activists. They were disappointed when students failed 
to halt political activism after Field Marshal Thanom flew to exile. These elite decided to form a 
group to combat the student movement. Major General Sudsai Hadsadin, a cofounder of the Red 
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Gaurs group, found a way to separate vocational students from university students. Sudsai 
Hudsadin considered that violence was the necessary response to the NSCT proven ability to 
organize the masses.842 The right-wing elites used the social inferiority of vocational students 
compared to university students to lure vocational students away from the student movement. 
They were convinced that some leaders among the 13 activists in the 14 October 1973 incident 
were Communist-influenced.843  In mid-1974, Sudsai Hudsadin and others who were dissatisfied 
with the student movement formed a group to oppose it and counteract its power. They contacted 
some vocational students to participate in the operation. In 1974, they had not yet chosen the 
name Red Gaurs, inspired by the Indian bison.844  
Before discussing the conflict between the NSCT and groups who disagreed with the 
student movement, leading them to oppose the draft of the 1974 Constitution, I would like to 
mention the active role played by the labor movement after the 14 October 1973 incident, as an 
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6.6 The Labor Movement Before and After the 14 October 1973 Incident  
After the incident of 14 October 1973, the social movement was flourishing again. The 
1958 military dictatorship of Field Marshal Sarit Tanarat had not allowed social movements any 
political demonstrations. Before Field Marshal Sarit’s government, labor associations were first 
founded only a few months after the Siamese revolution of 1932. Soon, several labor 
organizations demanded salary and welfare improvements for workers. Later, in January 1957, 
Prime Minister Plaek Phibunsongkhram approved a Labor Relations Act legitimizing the 
establishment of unions and union membership. The labor unions resulting from this Act were 
short-lived due to a coup d’état staged in 1958 by Sarit Thanarat.845 
Before the Siamese revolution of 1932, Chinese workers represented the largest labor 
movement group under the absolute monarchy. Chinese laborers often protested about wages, 
discrimination from Thai employers, and working conditions. The workers did not establish a 
permanent labor organization, preferring a more militant approach than a strike. These actions 
created a collective consciousness of labor. The Chinese workers also collaborated with 
intellectuals to criticize the government on different worker problems in the public arena, such as 
by developing the Rang Ngan (Labor) newspapers in 1923.846 
After the Siamese revolution, a large number of labor organizations were founded. Three 
factors encouraged laborers to establish labor organizations to fight for their interests. First, the 
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impact of global economic recession caused workers to be terminated. Secondly, the Siamese 
revolution of 1932 made it possible for people to participate in politics. People and workers 
became more assertive about politics. Finally, Socialist thought had entered into Thai society, and 
activated the labor movement.847 
The Tramway Workers' Association of Siam was founded in 1932 as the Kingdom’s first 
labor organization. Later, workers in different occupations cooperatively established the 
Association of United Trade Workers of Bangkok (AUTWB), consisting of 23 labor associations 
in Bangkok and Thonburi. In 1947, the AUTWB held a meeting with representatives from 64 
workers’ organizations. The meeting resulted in the establishment of the Association of United 
Trade Workers of Thailand (AUTWT). However, in 1949 the Phibun government returned to 
power for its second prime ministership. The government did not extend the license for AUTWT 
as an authorized labor organization, due to the close relationship between such organizations and 
Pridi Banomyong and his colleagues, who had been overthrown by Field Marshal Phin 
Choonhavan’s coup. Instead, the Phibun government supported their own labor organizations, the 
Labor Association of Thailand and Free Labor Association.848 
In 1955, Phibun promoted a democratic atmosphere by allowing different political groups 
to voice opinions in public, cancelling restrictions upon print media, and releasing political 
prisoners. Phibun hoped that the ensuing squabbles would focus on Police General Phao 
Sriyanonda and Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat, then competing against each other for political 
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power. Both received substantial subsidies from the United States to fight Communism.849 In the 
interval of freely expressed political views, labor organizations had the opportunity to establish 
sixteen worker associations. They also successfully pushed the House of Representatives to pass 
the Act on Occupational Welfare for Thai Nationals (1956). But after the coup by Sarit, the labor 
organization movement became less prominent.850 
Sarit ruled by military dictatorship in which economic development was based on 
capitalist support from the United States and the World Bank. His economic policy therefore 
focused on development of infrastructure and industry, as well as the Green Revolution, the 
research technology transfer initiatives between 1950 and the late 1960s, that increased 
agricultural production worldwide. Provincial workers migrated to Bangkok, looking for jobs. 
Starting in the mid-1950s Thailand experienced a population boom. By 1971, 79% of workers 
were still affiliated with the agricultural sector.851  
In 1972, the military dictatorship of Field Marshal Thanom Kittikajorn allowed workers 
to establish organizations again, under pressure from international organizations. At the annual 
meeting of the International Labour Organization (ILO), the Thai government was criticized by 
representatives of the International Conference of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) for failing to 
support worker rights. As a result, the government authorized the establishment of labor 
organizations. Two unions were formed by state-owned enterprises and seven labor organizations 
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in the private sector.852 The government granted permission to organize a National Labor Day, so 
named because the standard title, International Workers’ Day, was used in Communist 
countries.853 
The CPT had little involvement with the labor movement in large cities beyond 
encouraging students to consolidate with labor groups.854 At that time, the CPT focused on 
fighting the Thai government in rural areas, planning political demonstrations carefully to 
impede government surveillance. In addition, the CPT had little involvement in the student 
protests around the 14 October 1973 incident, apart from distributing books and documents 
printed by the party. The CPT sought to spread ideas about socialism to students, 855 but rarely 
played a significant role in leading labor organizations in urban areas. 
 After the 14 October 1973 incident, the political atmosphere became more democratic. 
Labor organizations called for the government to solve student-related problems. Between 1973 
and 1976, authorized labor organizations rapidly increased in number from 22 to 184.856 Workers 
also joined student demonstrations against Thanom about the 14 October 1973 incident. 
However, Sanya’s interim government had the primary mission of passing a draft of the 
constitution and holding a general election within six months. National Assembly members 
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chosen from different occupational groups included no representatives of workers or farmers. 
Instead, about 75 percent of National Assembly members were officials, soldiers, policemen, 
university professors, and businesspeople.857 Immediately after the 14 October 1973 incident, no 
political parties formed interest groups to address the concerns of workers and student activists, 
so they found it necessary to unite to call upon the government to resolve labor issues. 
In June 1974, a great labor demonstration was held in Bangkok with textile factory 
workers marching to protest owners who had reduced production capacity and wages, while 
unjustly dismissed weavers. After the Sanya cabinet increased the minimum wage, owners took 
an opportunity to discharge employees, with the global economic recession as an excuse. During 
the demonstrations, Prasit Chaiyo, president of the Samut Sakhon Textile Workers Union, 
Therdphum Chaidee, president of the Union of Employees and chairman of the Hotel Labor 
Union Group, the NSCT and the FIST banded together to cofound the Labor Coordination 
Center of Thailand (LCCT). They did not expect negotiations between the government and LCCT 
towards the Announcement of the Revolutionary Party No. 103 to authorise the Ministry of the 
Interior to prescribe measures for labor protection would be successful. Therdphum said that 
workers had to be independent of the ruling classes, especially capitalists, who often used 
political power to bolster their own businesses, making worker demands for fair treatment more 
difficult.858  
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The role of the LCCT was not limited to labor issues. It was also active on social issues, 
such as supporting farmers’ demonstrations and monitoring corruption. But the LCCT’s role 
ended abruptly in 1975, when Therdphum was assassinated at the Dharmmarangsi law office of 
Kaisaeng Sooksai in Bang Khun Phrom Subdistrict, Bangkok. After the assassination, Prasit 
Chaiyo, Seksan Prasertkul, Preedee Bunsue, Weng Tochirakarn, Saman Luadwonghad, and 
Therdphum went into exile in France, later joining the CPT.859 
Student activists were interested in political issues, focusing on hardships of farmers, 
workers, and the urban poor. Surachart Bumroongsook, a lecturer at the Chulalongkorn 
University Faculty of Political Science later recalled that in 1974, as a student at the same 
faculty, he demonstrated with workers at a factory in Om Noi, Samut Sakhon Province. He had 
an opportunity to live and demonstrate with workers, despite encounters with vocational students 
and gangsters hired by a group of capitalists to attack the protesting workers.860 In addition, 
journalists working for progressive newspapers suffered abuse by vocational students. In 
Bangkok, Sujit Wongthes, then a staff writer at Prachachart newspaper, said he could rarely eat 
at street stalls through the 1970s; he had to be vigilant against attack by vocational student 
gangsters.861   
From late August to mid-September 1974, the Dusit Dhani Hotel staff protested 
insufficient wages and service charges unfairly assigned to employees. This demonstration was 
supported by the NSCT and FIST. During the protest, student leaders attacked the Dusit 99 
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Group and the government, and the military and police prepared for a potential riot. All schools 
near the protest area were shut. On 11 September, about 10,000 students and workers participated 
in the demonstration and a deadline was given Khunying Chanat Piya-ui, chairman of the board 
of Dusit Thani Hotel Co Ltd., for accepting hotel staff demands. Otherwise, the staff would 
demonstrate with factory workers, students, and staff from many other Bangkok and provincial 
hotels. From the beginning, the government asked Chanat Piya-ui to accept the hotel staff 
demands.862 
Chanat mentioned in a memorandum that seven or eight vocational students had visited 
her and stayed at the Dusit Thani hotel.863  Terdphoom Jaidee told an interviewer that Chanat, as 
an person of influence, could request from 200 to 300 police personnel to protect the hotel. She 
also organized a special Red Arm Group unit, a group of gangsters working with the police.864 It 
may be that the Red Arms Group seen by Terdphoom was vocational students employed by 
Chanat as hotel security. On International Labor Day in 1975, the Dusit Thani hotel staff 
intensified protests against Chanat. Red Guars provided protection for the Dusit Thani hotel.865  
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Sanya feared that violence could possibly occur during protests, and asked Chanat to accept hotel 
staff demands to prevent a riot. From 3 to 5 July, the government had recently experienced a full-
fledged riot at Plapplachai, near Chinatown in Bangkok.866 Since then, Sanya feared that any 
protest might possibly turn into a riot.  
 
6.7 Demonstration against the 1974 Constitutional Draft and an Attack Against the 
Student Movement 
 The government announced that all universities would postpone final examinations from 
13 to 15 October 1974 to allow students to attend the royal cremation ceremony on 14 October 
1974. Changthong, serving as NSCT caretaker secretary, organized a meeting to prepare safety 
measures for the ceremony and contact the government to use site of the former Metropolitan 
Police bureau near Phanfa Bridge to build the 14 October 1973 monument.867 However, on 18 
September, the NSCT protested the 1974 draft constitution, mentioning four areas of 
disagreement.868  The NSCT demonstrated at this time because the National Assembly was voting 
at the third agenda meeting for the draft constitution, the last approval meeting before it would be 
submitted to  King Rama IX for ratification and signature, to be promulgated. If the draft 
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constitution did not pass, the general election would be postponed. The NSCT declared it would 
withdraw the coordinating student committee, the tenth subcommittee, of the committee for 
organizing the royal cremation ceremony to protest the draft constitution.869 The political climate 
become more serious when National Assembly members rejected NSCT demands to amend the 
draft constitution according in the four aforementioned areas. 870 
On 20 September, when demonstrators led by the NSCT moved from Pramain Ground to 
Democracy Monument, some vocational students assaulted the NSCT by throwing four bombs at 
Pramain Ground, to oppose the protest. However, the demonstration against the draft constitution 
was supported by other vocational students, such as Thai Suriya Technical School, Rama VI 
Technical School, and North Bangkok Technical School.871 It may be asserted that vocational 
students were not uniformly opposed to the NSCT. 
On 22 September, the NSCT announced that their protests would continue until 5 
October, the voting day for approving the draft constitution’s third agenda. The NSCT realized 
that the right-wing elite were trying to divide vocational students from university students. 
Kongkiat Kongka told an interviewer that while student activists focused on activities in rural 
areas, opponents took advantage of this time to corrupt vocational students.872 Kongkiat warned 
                                                          
869
 Thammasat University Archives, The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti 
9.8.1/ 140 “A Memo 1974,” (1974). 
 
870
 Kukrit Pramoj explained that the National Assembly had no right to amend draft constitution details 
after the second agenda meeting. According to meeting regulations, the National Assembly was unable to revise 
further. So the National Assembly refused the NSCT petition to revise the draft. Prachatippatai (20 September 1974): 
1 and 12 
871 Prachatippatai (21 September 1974): 12.  
 
872 Prachatippatai (23 September 1974): 1.  
 317 
 
vocational students serving tyranny that the latter “were not sincere with vocational students. 
They would rather hope to use vocational students as instruments to destroy students and 
others.”873 
  Vocational students continued to protest against the NSCT. On 23 September, they 
distributed pamphlets claiming to represent “Vocational People” at Royal Plaza, stating that 
“vocational students considered delaying the process of drafting the constitution as doing serious 
harm to national normalcy. Regarding the demonstration of our ‘brother’ university students this 
time, ‘we’ as vocational students regret these protests, because university students have insulted 
the National Assembly that belongs to all Thai people”.874   Vocational students from 50 institutes 
spoke out against the NSCT, angered at being accused of being mere instruments of the right 
wing groups. They responded that the NSCT was unable to explain the origin of public donations 
spent during the 14 October 1973 incident. Vocational students rarely received any budget or 
grants from the NSCT. In the evening, Suchart Praphaihom, secretary of the Vocational Students 
Center of Thailand and later a Red Gaurs leader, submitted a letter to the National Assembly 
president, declaring that “vocational students” asked the National Assembly to ratify the 1974 
constitution as soon as possible. Some vocational students threw a petrol bomb before the protest 
was over, but no one was injured.875 
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The NSCT replied by expressing understanding and listening to the vocational students’ 
demands, agreeing to improve coordination with them.876 On 27 September, vocational students 
published a statement to support the National Assembly’s successfully passing the constitution. 
They also announced that “we” [vocational students] were ready to fight against harassment from 
any group that prevented the National Council meeting on 5 October.”877 In the afternoon, 
Suchart and twenty vocational students met Prime Minister Sanya at Government House to 
encourage him.878  
The Department of Vocational Education sent officers to observe and participate in the 
protest to prevent violence, when vocational students demonstrated at Royal Plaza.879 The 
presence of officers at the protest proved that the Ministry of Education and the government 
were both still concerned about violent behavior from vocational students. 
In addition to vocational students supporting approval of the draft constitution, handbills 
from unidentified source aggressively libeled students and activists. The handbills accused the 
NSCT of opposing the draft constitution because they were in the service the CPT: “To university 
and high school students, we believe you are acting innocently. But from 20 September to 14 
October, you involuntarily became an instrument of the Communist Party of Thailand.” The 
handbills also demanded that university and high school students as well as others “oppose such a 
sinister ideology. Eliminate it completely from Thailand.” At the end of the handbills appear the 
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names of different groups, including a student alliance with the government and private 
universities, workers’ and farmers’ groups, and vocational students’ groups.”880 
 The handbills deliberately heightened social anxiety that a riot would occur among 
student protesters. An Internal Security Operations Command report indicated that the Cho Do. 
So Pho group “distributed handbills to attack the royal cremation ceremony. The handbills 
commented that it was not appropriate to organize a royal cremation ceremony. The dead not 
sacrifice their lives for their country, but were instruments of evil people, for example, by 
burning government buildings.”881 Later, Police General Prachuap Suntharanggul stated that 
these handbills might have been printed by impulsive people.882 The Internal Security Operations 
Command report analyzed the political situation for the upcoming royal cremation ceremony, 
concluding that “political invulnerability, social disunion between capitalists and workers as well 
as farmers, conflict between students and officials, and mutual conflict among students would 
become more severe, if groups of people exploited the situation or intended to widen cleavage 
between people, especially at the time of the royal cremation.”883 
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While the NSCT still protested against the draft constitution, 53 vocational student 
institutes announced that they would observe 5 October parliamentary meeting, and all promised 
to attend the royal cremation ceremony.”884 In response, the NSCT called for a meeting of 
“students and undergraduate leaders.” Representative of the vocational students attended the 
meeting, organized due to the expression of their position about the draft constitution. The NSCT 
declared that their four demands had been submitted to the government.885 
  The conflict between the NSCT and vocational students worried Sanya greatly. The 
government was more concerned with old factions of power such as Field Marshal Thanom 
Kittikachorn. Police General Prachuap expressed confidence that no violence would occur on 5 
October. If any groups rioted, this would demonstrate that they sought a return to dictatorship.886 
The government was preoccupied with the movement created by the Thanom 
Kittikachorn faction. A handwritten note entitled “Record of statements by Prime Minister Sanya 
on Thursday 12 September 1974” confirms this apprehension. The note was made during a secret 
meeting at Sanya’s home on Phirom Alley, Sukhumvit Road to appraise him of the political 
situation. Sanya judged that right-wing groups consisting of industrial capitalists and military 
personnel exploited claims of disturbances, such as protests by hotel staff and workers. In a 
similar way, violence caused by conflicts between vocational students and university students 
became an excuse for a potential coup d’état by groups opposing his government. Sanya 
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suspected that the university student demonstration was part of a “plan” to weaken the civilian 
government. When people were tired of so many demonstrations, they might eventually support 
the return of a “strong right-wing government which had always ruled the country previously.” 
Another source of disgruntlement was right-wing discontent over the confiscation of Thanom-
Praphat family property after they lost power following the 14 October 1973 uprising.887 Sanya 
named some students and university lecturers who had protested, certain that they were 
supported by industrialists and other right wing groups. Sanya recognized that lecturers, students, 
and activists of Thammasat University, whom he labeled the ‘left-wing group,’ unconsciously 
became an instrument of the right wing group.”888 Sanya suspected that First Army Area 
Commander (Lieutenant General Prasert Dharmasiri) and Major General Um Jirapong of the First 
Division of the King’s Guard, a son-in-law of Field Marshal Thanom, supported these social 
upheavals. 
Before the royal cremation ceremony on 14 October 1974, Sanya was apprehensive 
about the uncertain political situation. In early September, the cabinet resolved to host the royal 
cremation ceremony. Sanya was concerned that attendees would be recruited for the cremation 
ceremony.889 At a 12 September cabinet meeting, Sanya asked General Kris whether the army 
felt impeded by the civilian government.  Kris replied no, but the army “complained a lot about 
                                                          
 
887
 Thammasat University Archives, The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti  





 Thammasat University Archives, The Personal Document Collection of Professor Sanya Dharmasakti 
9.8.1/ 140 “A Memo 1974,” (1974). 
 322 
 
the political roles of the press and students.”890 Sanya’s question to Kris expressed the political 
insecurity he was experiencing, especially in terms of political undercurrents in the army. 
At the start of October 1974, tension grew between student and anti-student protesters as 
the day approached for approving the draft constitution at the National Assembly. While the 
NSCT still protested against the draft constitution, vocational students emerged to demonstrate 
against them. Student activists accused the vocational students of being organized by 
conservatives. Sometimes, vocational students used dangerous weapons such as petrol bombs to 
threaten the NSCT and other student groups. There was anxiety that violent clashes between 
groups might recur in October.  
 
6.8 Political Turmoil before the Approaching Royal Cremation Ceremony Day and 
the British Ambassador’s Observation 
On 2 October 1974, shortly before the royal cremation ceremony day for the 14 October 
1973 heroes, Sanya received a letter from a Thammasat University administrator,
891 revealing the 
reasons for the resignation of Professor Adul Wichiencharoen as interim rector on 27 September. 
The letter also described the status of Thammasat University’s student demonstrations. The 
administrator explained that Adul and Associate Professor Montri Borisuthi, who resigned as 
vice rector of university administration because the university council and TUSU had forced a 
postponement of the final exam scheduled with 15 October, a delay with which Adul disagreed. 
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The letter also noted that opposition groups against “left-wing” students (as Adul possibly referred 
to TUSU and FIST) inspired by dissatisfaction with the activities of student demonstrators. 
The letter mentioned that a left-wing student at Thammasat University had informed Adul 
of a rumor that TUSU president Wichit Srisang, was phoned by General Kris to alert him that 
Police Major General Withoon Yasawadi and Lieutenant General Prasert Dharmmasiri had 
established a group opposed to TUSU. This anti-TUSU group used physical force, represented by 
vocational students and those Thammasat University in opposition to the student union’s stances. 
Therefore, the TUSU and Thammasat University Faculty Senate anticipated clashes on campus. 
They deemed it appropriate to postpone a final exam schedule after the royal cremation 
ceremony was over. The administrator reported to Sanya that Adul had informed him that he 
received the news that left-wing students had persuaded farmers at the Pramain Ground on 3 and 
4 October to protest against the draft constitution. Therdphum would also lead workers who 
joined the protest. Both groups would remain at the Pramain Ground to await the royal cremation 
ceremony. They visited King Rama IX, while spreading sedition by using class consciousness 
and poverty to create a bad image to damage the King’s prestige. Eventually, these groups might 
create unexpected troublesome work stoppages,
892 so the government should be cautious about 
this matter. 
Adul had opposed student demonstrations for a considerable time, and disliked appearing 
to offer any support to them. Once, he gave an interview to Mahawittayalay, the Thammasat 
University weekly newspaper, stating that he supported 18 years olds having the right to vote,  
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but after a National Assembly majority did not agree his proposal, students should “wait for the 
next government” to amend the constitution rather than protesting to force the government into 
surrender in this manner.”893 In addition Adul opposed NSCT demands by agreeing to allow the 
senate to balance the House of Representative’s power. Adul admonished students to follow their 
own thoughts and not to trust in others: “In terms of student activities, they never focus on 
extracurricular activities without forgetting their traditional curricular activities.”894  This warning 
alluded to the final exams. The interview was published two days before Adul submitted his letter 
of resignation.  
Although the letter was intended to warn Sanya, its content provides background 
information about the student activists. Sanya also did not trust students who supported socialist 
ideas. He worried about the role of the CPT in the context of the Vietnam War. In a speech at the 
National Defense College in mid-September,895 he asserted that if the government suppressed 
protesters violently, “they [North Vietnamese troops and the CPT] would seize a good opportunity 
to march into the country and force the King’s government to collapse…” Sanya mentioned that 
the CPT induced students to support it, but the party did not allow students to join. Sanya felt that 
CPT members infiltrated society to sow popular hatred against the leadership, so to resolve the 
problem of Communist infiltration, the government should launch a political battle rather than 
engage in suppression by force. The government must improve economic conditions for the poor 
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in order not to turn opponents into victims. Sanya’s overall approach to ending the spread of 
Communism was for the government to avoid suppressing political activists by violent means, 
thereby possibly creating an advantage for the CPT in the populat imagination.  
However, Sanya was also targeted by conservatives for excessive compromising with all 
student factions. On 2 October, Sanya jotted down a memorandum about being accused by 
conservatives. During a meeting on state security issues, he was told, “Officials are circulating a 
false rumor in the palace” accusing Sanya of being too close to Pramote Nakornthab and “under 
the command of Thirayut.” A senior official at the Office of His Majesty's Principal Private 
Secretary accused Sanya of providing considerable grant money to assist the NSCT. There was 
public criticism of corruption in the NCST involving donations received during the 14 October 
1973 incident.896 
 When National Assembly members voted to approve the draft constitution’s third 
agenda, the TUSU realized that vocational students who claimed to support of the draft 
constitution were backed by the “dictatorship” ruling class. They attempted to avoid any violent 
incidents which might ensue. Vichit Srisang told the TUSU that it must organize activities apart 
from the NSCT, currently leading the protest against the draft constitution: “We should prevent 
authoritarians from creating difficulties.”897 Therefore, Thammasat officially announced that it 
would not participate in the NSCT-led protest on 5 October. The TUSU was responsible for 
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organizing a political exhibition between 9 and 14 October
898  along with twelve independent 
political groups.899 The exhibition included a display about the 14 October 1973 incident, 
political films were screened and speeches made to commemorate the 14 October 1973 popular 
uprising by activist leaders. 
The NSCT was aware of the risk of violence and cancelled the protest on 5 October, 
instead launching a nationwide public opinion survey and campaigning for a constitutional 
amendment by assembling a voters’ petition to submit to parliament.900 As 5 October approached, 
Bangkok residents were uneasy about violence which was likely to occur. One rumor had it that 
military personnel might take the opportunity to launch a coup. Another unsubstantiated story 
claimed that Sanya was ill. Deputy Prime Minister Prakob Hutasing confirmed that no coup was 
happening, and the government had security measures in place in case of emergencies. If riots 
occurred, the government would put into actions its step-by-step riot control plan as it had with 
the Phlapphla Chai riots in early July 1974.901 Prakob asked citizens not to hoard merchandise as 
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a preparatory measure, as that would only drive prices up.902 Lieutenant General Prasert 
Dharmasiri and his cabinet, whom Sanya suspected, were interviewed to ascertain that military 
forces under his command had no plans to stage a coup.903 
According to a plan for the royal cremation ceremony, Prakob would use Government 
House as a coordination center for intelligence operations. He also believed that there would be 
no violent incidents on the day. But Deputy Commander-in-Chief General Samran Phaettayakul 
told an interviewer that he had received a report from officials working in a border area that 
villagers were being recruited to travel to Bangkok for 14 October. He had already tried to inform 
military personnel about the situation of the royal cremation ceremony. He insisted to the press 
that no coup would occur. In addition, he made an agreement with nine student groups to abstain 
from protesting on 5 October, to avoid violence. Violence would only be a call for “former 
dictators to seize this opportunity to interfere with the government.”904 
By all accounts, tensions turned relaxed when Thirayut Bunmee, head of the People for 
Democracy group, announced his ordination as a Buddhist monk on 6 October, in memory of   
the death of heroes. A small clash did break out at the Pramain Ground. Some agitators threw a 
petrol bomb at demonstrators supporting NSCT discussion points, as vocational students 
distributed handbills supporting the draft constitution.905 Although an NSCT public opinion 
survey found that a majority agreed with their four demands,
906  they organized no protest against 
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the National Assembly. Therefore, the government was confident that there would indeed be no 
violence on 5 October. 
Finally, the National Assembly voted to approve the draft constitution. During the vote, 
about 50 vocational students stood outside to hear the results. The scene outside the parliament 
ended peacefully.907 Most National Assembly members appeared to be aware that violence was a 
possibility. The majority voted to approve the draft constitution, while some members planned to 
request later amendments to resolve disagreements about some articles.908 Sanya conveyed his 
congratulations and felt relief that the constitution had successfully passed. As a subsequent step, 
President of the National Assembly Kukrit Pramoj submitted the draft constitution to King Rama 
IX for his signature before it could be promulgated. 
Governmental concern over the organization of the royal cremation ceremony for the 14 
October heroes remained. Sanya was most worried about the physical safety of the King Rama 
IX. Potential sabotage at the royal pavilion was the most important issue which the government 
prioritized. The fourth subcommittee of the organizational committee for the royal cremation 
ceremony was deemed the most important one, responsible for the safety of the venue and the 
Royal Family
909. According to the first official committee meeting on 11 September, they agreed 
with the fourth subcommittee that “His Majesty King Bhumibol’s security must be considered as 
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a special case.”910 Therefore, the committee resolved to appoint Police Commisioner General and 
Deputy Minister of the Interior Prachuab Soontrangkul to take responsibility for the fourth 
subcommittee. 
A rumor nevertheless spread that the King might be assassinated during the royal 
cremation ceremony, according to handbills distributed in Bangkok according to which 
Communist terrorists and others dissatisfied with the constitution planned to make an attempt on 
the King's life. Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs Chatichai Choonhavan read one such handbill 
that he had just received to a meeting of the cabinet.911 The Embassy of Germany, Bangkok also 
received a letter of warning that the CPT planned to assassinate the King during the royal 
cremation ceremony.  
The government faced this type of psychological warfare from anti-student groups. When 
the day of the royal cremation ceremony arrived, anti-student groups continued to try different 
approached to strike fear into the hearts of those planning to attend the ceremony. Many handbills 
were circulated in Bangkok by groups, including one calling itself Cho Do. So Pho (กลุ่ม ชด. สพ.). 
The fourth subcommittee was ordered to tighten security around the royal pavilion as much as 
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possible.912 NCPO director General Kris ordered the First Army Area to prepare its personnel for 
“very strong security measures.”913 
In addition to handbills spreading rumors about supposedly forthcoming attacks upon the 
royal cremation ceremony, anti-student groups also utilized lèse majesté laws to oppose the 
Exhibition of Politics organized at Thammasat University. The NSCT group claimed that 16 
groups of students and others had formed a coalition. The National Security Center of Thailand 
offered an exhibition entitled “An Exhibition of Political Surgery” at the Faculty of Political 
Science to condemn the previous Exhibition of Politics organized by the student union as an 
“insult to the monarchy, spreading inappropriate ideology in Thailand.”914  
However, the TUSU issued an official response to the media, stating that the National 
Security Center of Thailand represented only a minority of students. On 12 October, the 
Vocational Students Center of Thailand who had participated in the Exhibition of Politics 
complained about a poster in the exhibition, the contents of which, it alleged, defamed the 
monarchy. Later, Wichit Srisang defended the poster in an interview, explaining that it was based 
on a photo that appeared in Maharat newspaper.915 
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Handbills were distributed charging New Power Force party leaders and Puey 
Ungphakorn with planning to change Thailand’s political regime from Kingdom to Republic.916 In 
reality, party members included university professors affiliated with the cabinet and senior civil 
officials such as Pramote Nakornthab, Umporn and Uae Meesuk, Thanat Khoman, Krasae 
Chanawong, and Suebsang Phrombun.917 
Criticism of the royal cremation ceremony was also widespread in the provinces. A letter 
was sent to different schools from a Parents Council indicating that high schools should not 
recruit students to attend the royal cremation ceremony, threatening that violence would occur at 
the Pramain Ground. When then happened, university students would place high school students 
in the front lines as shields as they seized state power. The Exhibition of Politics was also 
condemned by the Parents Council. Representatives of farmers from Suphan Buri and Chainat 
informed Athiphat newspaper that some police personnel threatened had warned provincial 
farmers not to attend the royal cremation ceremony, worried that they might incite rioting in 
Bangkok.918 
A Department of Central Intelligence report reflected government attitudes about the 
student movement, referring to students and activists as “leftists.”919 The report, written on the 
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first anniversary of the 14 October 1973 uprising, suggested that left-wing students were at the 
disadvantage after the Phlapphla Chai riots. The NSCT loudly decried the suppression of rioters 
at Phlapphla Chai by officials. But people grew to sympathize with the government and disagreed 
with the NSCT’s fault-finding. Left-wing students organized protests of workers and farmers as a 
strategy to restore the public’s faith in them. The Department of Central Intelligence was troubled 
that left-wing students were following ideas of Mao Zedong. The violence that they might cause 
in cities had not yet escalated to the levels it had reached overseas with bomb throwing, 
kidnapping, and bank robberies. Thai students’ strategy was to demonstrate in order to damage 
and disrupt the national economy, as with work stoppages. It could be concluded that Sanya, 
security agencies, and Department of Central Intelligence did not trust progressive students 
demonstrated alongside workers and farmers. 
Despite the government’s fears, no violence erupted on the day of the royal cremation 
ceremony. The government had carefully organized the ceremony while dealing with conflicts 
among many factions of the elite, students, and activists. The process of organizing the royal 
cremation ceremony confirmed weaknesses on the civilian government after the 14 October 1973 
incident. Two points underline the weakness of the royally appointed government. 
First, although Sanya was appointed prime minister by royal prerogative, he had to 
compromise with other major political institutions such as the army, police, and civil officials. 
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Pressure from the army caused the government to delay the ceremony. Despite the release of an 
official schedule for ceremony on January 1974, the government failed to follow that initial plan. 
The NSCT and relatives of heroes pressured Sanya and the army to organize the ceremony at the 
Pramain Ground. Finally, the government accepted, unwillingly. 
Second, right-wing elite groups disapproving of student protests split vocational students 
from university students. When vocational students protested in the streets, their activities 
sometimes ended in violence. Right-wing elite groups sought to use vocational students as 
aggressive responders to university students. This created insecurity for students as well as 
heightening popular concern about the effect that demonstrations would have on the daily lives 
of citizens. To the public, Sanya and his cabinet appeared weak and indecisive. 
Foreign ambassadors also took note of the conflicts between students and the 
government. The British Ambassador to Thailand's weekly report920 noted that the royal 
cremation ceremony concluded peacefully. Before the ceremony began, conflict had flared up 
between university students and vocational students at the Exhibition of Politics in Thammasat 
University. This conflict led to a program of the Five Kingdoms drama being canceled.921 The 
drama, about the historical development of Thailand through five kingdoms, scheduled to be 
performed on the evening of 13 October. Vocational students protested against the drama and 
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sought to cancel the show. Finally, The TUSU cancelled the performance to prevent a clash 
between vocational students and university students. 
A report, October Revolution of Thailand: and One Year Later, by the The Embassy of 
the United Kingdom in Bangkok was sent to UK prime minister James Callaghan.922 It indicated 
that October 1974 was a month of crisis in Thailand. Key events occurred in Bangkok, including 
the approval of the draft constitution at the National Assembly on 5 October and the royal 
cremation ceremony. Due to these coinciding with the first anniversary of the 14 October 1973 
incident, there was much recalling of the violence that broke out during that incident. In 1974, 
new fears arose over agitators taking the royal cremation ceremony as an opportunity to create 
disturbances. Fortune tellers predicted that bad events would happen in this month.923 After the 
new constitution was promulgated without incident, people worried instead about the royal 
cremation ceremony. Rumors were spread that violence had erupted at the royal cremation, but 
finally all went well. 
The British ambassador reported that there was a large attendance at the ceremony at the 
Pramain Ground. He observed that King Rama IX looked uncomfortable presiding over the 
ceremony. The ambassador mentioned that the King and Queen Sirikit dispatched the ceremony 
in only 25 minutes and exited quickly in a royal limousine.924 The ambassador offered no 
analysis of why the royal couple might have spent so little time at the ceremony. However, the 
report criticized the political role of the Thai monarchy in the 1970s.  King Rama IX had played a 
                                                          
922 PRO FCO 15/1978, “Thailand’s October Revolution: One Year After,” British Embassy Bangkok to 







key role in the 14 October 1973 incident. After that, he reduced his political role to fit the 
framework of the constitutional monarchy, which the royal circle considered was a more suitable 
status for the monarchy. 
The King realized that very few Thai people shared the republican ideas that were 
circulating in universities.925 The British ambassador’s report claimed that the relationship 
between the monarchy and university students was deteriorating, compared to their relatively 
healthy relationship before the 14 October 1973 incident.  King Rama IX and Royal Family 
members had performed music with different university bands, starting with the Chulalongkorn 
University Band in 1957 and Thammasat University Band in 1962. After the jam sessions, the 
King frequently had friendly conversations with students and audiences. In 1973, King Rama IX 
played music with a university band for the last time, ending this unusual form of 
communication. On these occasions, the King sometimes mentioned national problems as well. 
These campus musical occasions suggest that the King realized the importance of student power, 
as he considered university students to be the nation’s future elite. At the same time, his 
admirably skillful performances won greater respect for the monarchy from audiences and fellow 
musicians.926  
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Throughout 1974, the Thai ruling elite were concerned about student-led political activity. 
They were irritated by socialist ideas that students and activists expressed, as well as protesters’ 
demands. Among them were the campaign for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Thailand, 
organizing workers to demand higher wages, requests for land reform, and uncovering state 
crime at Na Sai Village. The royal cremation ceremony at the Pramain Ground was assembled 
with no need for military prestige, as the government and Bureau of the Royal Household, rather 
than the Royal Thai Army, announced the ceremonial schedule. 
When the royally appointed government was unable to unify its state authority, right 
wing groups felt impelled to form anti-student movement groups, such as vocational students 
supported by civil officials and military personnel. Fragmentary authority led to individual senior 
officials independently controlling private factions within the bureaucracy. The monarchy was 
only one of the cliques of the Thai ruling class.927 After the 14 October 1973 incident, the army’s 
structural power, previously unified under Field Marshal Thanom’s leadership, became 
segmented. No senior military personnel had an all-powerful leader like Sarit or Thanom.928 
Since the 14 October 1973 popular uprising, the army’s prestige had declined. The public 
rejected the use of military force for political interventions. Elite factions disaffected with 
protests by rural laborers, factory workers, and activists founded right-wing groups such as the 
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Red Gaurs, Nawaphol, and the Village Scouts,
929 using the fragmentation of authority as an 
excuse to employ their own resources to do so. The right-wing groups in turn used violent means 
to attack students and activists, terrorizing university students with impunity, as when they 
murdered farmers’ leaders.930  
As royally appointed prime minister, Sanya relied heavily upon power of the army and 
monarchy. General Kris was wary of army factions interfering in the government to recover 
prestige lost after the 14 October 1973 incident. Kris was strongly allied with the royal 
government. When conservatives and others seethed about student-led demonstrations allied with 
workers and farmers, he gave several interviews to insist that the army was not planning any 
coup. So although the army and General Kris disagreed about organizing the royal cremation 
ceremony at the Pramain Ground, General Kris and Sanya’s government were forced to do so by 
student leaders.  
 Sanya thought it odd that vocational students had split from university students,
931
 
never realizing that factions of the elite and senior officials were using the vocational students as 
muscle to counteract student activists. This would indicate that bureaucrats were partly 
independent within state authority. Sanya was considered to be much compromised from student 
activism, which led Dusit 99, a major faction of National Assembly right wing members, to 
express unhappiness with Sanya. On 29 September, Aumthip Chatchai visited Sanya at his home 
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on Sukhumvit Road and recounted a dinner she had attended with a Dusit 99 member who 
condemned Sanya as “slippery, someone who wanted student leaders to support him.” The same 
Dusit 99 member also grumbled that Sanya was a “weak leader. He should ask for sick leave and 
let the deputy prime minister take over. If his compromising policy with students was allowed to 
run its course, Thailand’s cancer would spread and the nation would ultimately die.”932 The right 
wing elite were increasingly discontented with Sanya for compromising with student activists. 
They spent their own resources to form right-wing groups to oppose student activism, such as by 
persuading vocational students to desolidarize from university students to form the group later 
known as the Red Gaurs. 
 
6.9 The Return of Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn: Rivalries between General 
Kris and Thanom-Praphat Factions 
6.9.1 Discontent over General Kris Srivara and Thanom’s Request to Revisit 
Thailand  
Student demonstrations had turned violent on the early morning of 14 October 1973. Acts 
of vandalism and violence spread around Ratchadamnoen Avenue in the Phra Nakhon and Dusit 
Districts of Bangkok. The military government sent tanks, helicopters, and infantry to suppress 
the demonstrators. Bloodshed was the immediate cause for Thanom’s resignation as prime 
minister. On 15 October,  King Rama IX asked Thanom to leave Thailand for a while, in order to 





halt the bloodshed. In late December 1974, Lord Chamberlain Thaweesan Ladawan confirmed to 
Sanya that the King had requested that Thanom depart for a while to immediately stop the civil 
discord.933 Thanom promptly went into exile in the United States. 
General Kris Srivara and his faction benefited after the 14 October uprising, in which he 
played a pivotal role. When Thanom and Phaphas had ordered armed personnel to crush 
demonstrators, he refused, until they finally resigned from their official responsibilities and left 
the country. Kris, as army commander-in-chief from 1973 to 1975, became a leading political 
power broker and leader of military factions. He had a close relationship with Sanya and worked 
well with the interim government.  
Since the 1971 coup, Kris and his factions had expressed disapproval of the Thanom-
Phaphas military government. The military government formed a Board of Inspection and 
Follow-up of Government Operations (BIFGO),934 which became a principal instrument for 
“systematically destroying rival military factions.”935 Members of the Kris and General Prasert 
Ruchirawong factions charged by BIFGO were irate about the military government and urged 
Kris to seize power.936 Kris decided not to organize a coup. On 13 October, the student-led protest 
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started peacefully, but developed into chaos by the following morning. Kris took advantage of the 
overturned government by refusing an order from Praphat to use armed forces to suppress the 
protestors. Narong employed 11th Infantry Regiment troops and special forces from Lopburi 
which whom he had a longtime association to quell the demonstrators.937 When Praphat’s order 
was disregarded, it brought about the fall of the military dictatorship in 1973. 
On 12 November 1974, Sanya received an urgent report that Thanom had to return to 
Thailand to visit his ailing father, Khun Sophitbunnarak. Sanya sincerely believed that Thanom 
was concerned about his father’s health.938 However, Kris told Sanya that if Thanom was 
permitted to visit his father, widespread discontent might lead to a major public demonstration. 
Some army groups had organized a movement, by which Kris might have been alluding to the 
Thanom network within the armed forces. Kris advised Sanya that overall, it was best to tell 
Thanom to stay away from Thailand.939 Had Thanom returned to Thailand, Kris and his networks 
would have been among the unhappiest groups within the army.  
Kris, who had led these army factions against the Thanom-Praphat clique in the early 
1970s, greatly contributed to the fall of the military regime in 1973. Naturally he was irked by the 
news of Thanom’s attempt to return, and was sure that when student leaders became aware of it, 
they would demonstrate against Thanom. Kris, opposed to Thanom’s return, worried that some 
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army factions might take this opportunity to launch a coup, if student protests turned violent.940  
On 25 November 1974, King Rama IX called Sanya, Deputy Prime Minster Prakob Hutasingh, 
Chief of Thai Police Prachub Suntrarangkul, Deputy Chief of Thai Police Withoon Yasawat, and 
Kris to the Dusit palace. Sanya wrote a memo about the meeting:  
“H.M. the King told us how good Thanom was. Thanom had fled into 
exile because the King had asked him to do that for the country. This 
helped Bangkok to return to normalcy. Now his father was seriously ill, 
and he needed to return to Thailand urgently. A demonstration would 
certainly occur. However, we must insist on accepting Thanom’s 
return. Otherwise, we would be blamed as “cowardly” and 
“merciless.”941   
          The King asked all participants at the meeting “Are you ready?” Kris replied, “Yes.” 
Vithoon and Prachub also said yes, while Prakob had no comment. Sanya himself replied to the 
King: “Do as you please.” But he informed the meeting he had already ordered the Thai 
ambassador to the United States to prohibit Thanom from visiting his father.942 It may be 
assumed that Sanya and Prakob were worried that Thanom’s request might lead tolarge-scale 
demonstrations. The King and Queen Sirikit ordered that flowers be delivered to Thanom’s father 
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at Phramongkutklao Hospital, a military hospital for the Royal Thai Army, five times from 1974 
to 1981,
943
 showing the King and royal family’s evident profound sympathy for Thanom’s father.   
After the meeting at the palace, Vithoon told a press conference that Thanom’s eldest 
daughter, Nongnath Penchart, had contacted Sanya to request a temporary 15-day visa for 
Thanom to visit his ailing father. His wife Chongkol wished to accompany him to plan her 
father’s funeral. Thanom and his wife were allowed to enter Thailand under the condition that 
they promised to only perform takss directly related to their family.944 Vithoon pleaded with the 
Thai people to think of “humaneness” rather than “politics.” He assured Thanom that he, 
personally, was not merciless. Thanom had agreed to resign as prime minister and leave Thailand 
after the 14 October uprising, and the government would limit and strictly control his schedule in 
Thailand. Prakob added that for the sake of humaneness, he agreed with Kittkachorn’s request, 
but refused to mention the criminal charges against Thanom.945  
Prachachat
946
 reported that Thanom’s family had attempted to keep his father’s illness 
secret from him while he lived in the United States. However, he phoned his second daughter, 
Nongnutt Jirapong, to ask about his father’s health. Nongnutt decided to tell the truth about his 
father’s illness, which began his efforts to visit his father.   
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When the press, politicians, and students heard of Thanom’s impending return to 
Thailand, they strongly opposed his request. At the same time, the FFT protested at the Pramain 
Ground and at Thammasat University. Students and some Young Buddhist Monks of Thailand 
members supported the FFT rally for land reform.947 The government was concerned that the 
demonstrations might turn into riot. Some vocational students opposed to the university student 
movement now called themselves Krathingdeng or Red Gaurs. Since the draft constitution was 
approved on 5 October by the National Assembly, the Red Gaurs started to move independently 
and clearly targeted university student activism,948 threatening that protestors at Thammasat 
University would burn the campus down.949 The NSCT disagreed with the government’s 
acceptance of Thanom’s return, but the Red Guars sympathized with the former dictator and 
supported his request.950 Many senior politicians thought that Thanom should remain in the 
United States. Had he visited his father, large demonstrations would occur as an expression of 
popular resentment against him.951  
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Sanya was dissatisfied with Vithoon’s press conference, which he had never 
sanctioned.952 At the Dusit Palace meeting, he reluctantly accepted that Thanom be allowed to 
visit his father. But he opposed Vithoon’s statement that Nongnath did not contact him, but Kris. 
Sanya was burdened by Thanom’s need to visit his ailing father. He addressed a personal letter to 
the deputy prime minister, likely intending Prakob to be the recipient.953 Prakob was one of 
Sanya’s closest friends and he attended the meeting at Dusit Palace about Thanom’s return. 
Prakob served as acting prime minister when Sanya was ill or on vacation. Sanya agreed with 
Prakob’s excuse to an interviewer for the government allowing Thanom to visit his father. His 
answer was “for humaniteness.” He told Prakob that Thanom no longer contacted him, and he had 
had no intent to inform the press about how Thanom had contacted the government. But Vithoon 
told the press that Thanom had contacted him directly. In addition, Sanya worried that the press 
might ask such questions as “Why did the government arrest Thanom? And why was he demoted 
from Field Marshal?”954 Although the government had already seized the Thanom and Praphat 
family assets in early August 1974,
955 Sanya was pressured from student activists and politicians 
to further charge Thanom and Praphat with crimes against humanity.  
From the letter, Sanya tried to persuade Thanom not to return to Thailand. Thanom’s 
request put him in a difficult position because his wife, Pha-nga Dharmasakti (Penchart) was a 
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relative of Thanom’s wife, Chongkol Kititkhachorn. He ended his message with the words, 
“Couldn’t stay in (office) further?” Sanya was greatly concerned about this situation, hoping to 
prepare answers with Prakob before giving any interviews to the press. The King approved 
Thanom’s request, while student activists and some politicians were unhappy when they learned 
the news.  
However, on 28 November the King changed his mind and supported Sanya’s banning 
Thanom from entering Thailand after a secret meeting at Dusit Palace. Kris, Vithoon, Prachub, 
and Sanya reported hostile reactions from students, press, and politicians,
956 which caused the 
King to reconsider his views. Sanya felt relieved that the King agreed with him, and addressed a 
press conference to declare that the government would not permit Thanom to visit his father. 
Although the government considered his request in terms of “humaneness” and “fairness,” he 
would not be able to enter Thailand at this time.957  
 
6.9.2 Thanom’s Surprising Return: Political Turmoil before the New Year 
Celebration of 1975 
On 27 December 1974, surprising most observers, Thanom and his family members 
arrived in Thailand. As soon as people heard about his return, there were demonstrations against 
him at Thammasat University that perturbed Sanya and his cabinet. Student activists from 
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different universities and schools established a United Front of Democracy against Dictatorship 
(UDD) as a new pressure group to oppose Thanom’s return. 958 Sanya had to cancel a vacation at 
Bang Saan, Chonburi Province and quickly return to Bangkok. Prakob, serving as interim prime 
minister, phoned to Sanya early in the morning to report that Thanom had returned. He called an 
extraordinary cabinet meeting at Government House. In addition, the government immediately 
recalled Kris, who had been on official visit to Malaysia, Singapore and Philippines, to 
Thailand.959 In the evening after the cabinet meeting, the government agreed to charge Thanom 
with crimes against humanity.960  
Air Chief Marshal Bunchu Chandrubeksa, commander of the Thai Air Force from 1960 
to 1974, waited for Thanom and his family at the airport. After Thanom arrived at the airport, Air 
Chief Marshal Bunchu helped Thanom to get into contact with Sanya, 961 bringing the family to 
stay at his official quarters at Don Mueang Air Force Base.962 Prakob refused that Thanom and 
his family should stay at the Air Force base, preferring to house them at his residence in the Dusit 
district of Bangkok.963 Prakob was a close friend of Thanom’s, with whom he staged coups in 
1957 and 1958 led by Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat.964 He supported the 1971 coup staged by 
Thanom. After that, Prakob served as deputy minister of defense. During the 14 October 1973 
uprising, Prakob cared for Thanom’s family at the national airport before they left for the United 
                                                          
958 Prachatippatai (28 December 1974): 1 and 12. 
959 Prachachart Weekly (9 January 1975): 3. 
960
 Ibid, p. 12. 
961 Prachachart (28 December 1974): 1. 
962 Prachachart Weekly (9 January 1975): 3. 
963 Prachachart (28 December 1974): 12. 
964 A Memorial Book of Royal Cremation of Air Chief Marshal Boonchu Chantrarubeksa (Bangkok: 
Cremation Volume for Air Chief Marshal Boonchu Chantrarubeksa, 1976) 
 347 
 
States. To be sure of the king’s wishes about Thanom’s temporary stay in the United States, 
Thanom asked Bunchu to ask the king again. When Thanom heard the king reaffirm the same 
point of view, he left Thailand on the night of 16 October, with Bunchu giving him a sendoff at 
the airport.965  
However, on 28 December, Thanom and his family were detained by the government at 
the Army Aviation Force in Lopburi Province, central Thailand. Minister of Defense Khuan 
Suthanintra announced that Thanom’s alleged crimes were the domain of military authority 
because demonstrators were killed by troops during the 14 October 1973 uprising, after martial 
law had been declared. He added that the government had created a committee to investigate 
Thanom’s return. Due to growing protests from those angered by Thanom’s presence in Bangkok, 
he would not divulge exactly where he was being detained.966 But, Prachatippatai newspaper 
reported that Deputy Commander in Chief of Thai Army Bunchai Bumrungpong had ordered that 
Thanom and his wife be taken by helicopter to Lopburi Province.967  
The situation was worsening when the Red Gaurs armed with pistols and petrol bomb, 
attacked one night at about 1am, shooting and thowing bombs at guards protecting UDD 
demonstrators. Before the clash, Seksan Prasertkul, a UDD leader and secretary of the National 
Labour Coordination Centre, protested at Thammasat University. He sent an open letter to Sanya, 
calling upon him to arrest and charge Thanom. Meanwhile the NSCT and NVST demanded that 
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Thanom be sent back into exile.968 As Seksan addressed the public, fiercely criticizing the NSCT 
and NVST for supporting the government and advocating the expulsion of Thanom and his 
family to the United States, the Red Gaur expressed their rage by brawling with the UDD in 
armed combat.969  
On 27 December, the National Assembly began a debate over Thanom’s return. Samak 
Sundaravej asserted that the Thai people should not care much about a “former Prime Minister 
who attempted to come back to Thailand.” Sathap Sirikhun chastised the government for 
conspiring to permit Thanom’s homecoming. The cabinet did not wish to hold a general election. 
Thanom’s return might cause seriousing riot and finally, general elections were postponed until 
late in January 1975. Yai Savitchart agreed with Sathap, adding that the cabinet acted for its own 
benefit rather than in the national interest. However, Minister of Public Health Sem 
Pringpuangkeo stated that a cabinet meeting was underway at Government House, looking for a 
suitable resolution to this crisis. Finally, the National Assembly decided to await the cabinet’s 
resolution about the subject of Thanom’s return.970 
At 10am, Sanya’s cabinet reversed their previous decision, now moving to expel Thanom 
and his wife back to the United States. Sanya’s house on Sukhumvit Road, Bangkok became a 
war room for brainstorming and handling the situation. Prakob, the minister of national defense, 
minister of foreign affairs, Commissioner General Withoon Yasawat and other high ranking 
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officials attended the meeting. Sanya also invited highly influential student leaders, including 
former NSCT secretary Sombat Thamrongthanyawong.971 A cabinet resolution ordered the 
expulsion of Thanom and his family; General Bunchai Bumrungpong escorted them to the airport 
on 29 December. Kris, having just arrived in Thailand from overseas at 10am, told an interviewer 
that he agrees with the NCST and NVST positions.  
At a news conference at Government House, Sanya explained that Thanom’s criminal 
case was being tried in military court, and would take time to resolve. He added that the best way 
to stop turmoil would be to remove Thanom and his wife from Thailand. Widespread protests 
that greeted Thanom’s return led the NSCT to realize the need for ousting Thanom from the 
Kingdom.972 Indeed, Sanya saw that Thanom would have to be returned to exile before the 
meeting at his home.973 As prime minister, Sanya sought a peaceful situation before the general 
election. For Kris as commander in chief, his plausible reason for opting to eject Thanom’s family 
from Thailand was worry over a possible coup by rival factions. 
Thanom later gave his own account of events between 27 and 30 December 1974.974 He 
and his wife were detained at the Bangkok International Airport. He insisted that the government 
loathed his return to Thailand because it triggered nationwide riots. He added that the government 
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had not permitted him to visit his famile home where his father was recuperating. Kris, on official 
visit to Malaysia, Singapore, and Philippines, ordered Thanom and his family to remain at the 
Don Mueang Royal Thai Air Force Base for one night. They subsequently forced his family to 
move to the Royal Thai Army Aviation Center base at Fort Princess Srinagarindra, Mueang 
Lopburi.975 There are few differences between the accounts of Thanom and the government about 
events from 27 to 28 December. Prakob confirmed that Thanom stayed at his house for one night 
before being moved to Lopburi.976 If Thanom’s version is accurate, the government was 
concerned about student protests at Thammasat University. Thanom’s house was located in the 
administrative center of Thailand, not far from the National Assembly, Royal Palace and several 
ministries.  
The government transported Thanom’s ailing father to the Air Force base for a visit. But, 
on 28 December, the government suddenly transported Thanom and his family to Lopburi 
Province by helicopter. Thanom asked government staff to transfer his father to the family home 
in the Dusit district. General Samran Phatiyakul, as government representative, went to Lopburi 
and informed Thanom that Kris mandated his immediate evacuation to the United States.977 
Thanom was angry and disappointed at the government resolution, demanding that he be allowed 
to stay in Thailand to care for his father. For this, he would need to negotiate with the 
government. Nevertheless, Thanom and his wife were transferred to the airport again.  
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The government resolved that General Bunchai Bumrungpong and General Serm Na 
Nakhon would oversee Thanom’s expulsion from Thailand. The government had already reserved 
airline tickets for him and his family to Hawaii. Thanom refused the tickets, but Bunchai insisted 
that it was necessary to leave Thailand immediately. He taunted the generals that they would 
have to shoot him. Thanom’s son Yoothapong asked the government to transfer Thanom’s father 
to Singapore with a physician and nurses.978 Finally, the government and Kris successfully forced 
Thanom back into exile. He left Thailand with his ailing father. Thai government assisted them to 
transfer Thanom’s father to Singapore and contacted a hospital in Singapore to reserve a bed for 
him.  
Kris’s military faction comprised Bunchai, Serm, and Air Chief Marshal Kamol 
Techatungkha, among others. Kris had presided over the military since October 1973, but his 
faction was unable to centralize power as the Thanom dictatorship had done. In 1974, the military 
factions could be divided into three elements: Kris’s faction, one headed by Air Chief Marshal 
Dawee Chulasap, minister of defense in Sanya’s first term cabinet from October 1973 to May 
1974, allied with Police General Prasert Ruchirawong. Prasert was a close ally to Thanom and 
Praphat, and was still active with some members of the Sahaprachatai Party, campaigning in 
future elections. Only his negative reputation served as an obstacle against winning elections. 
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After Dewee’s retirement, he might also stand for the election.979 The third faction was Thanom’s 
group, which had lost their powerful influence within the military after the October 1973 popular 
uprising. Surakit Mayalarp, deputy minister of defense in Sanya’s first cabinet, was closely 
associated with Praphat. He was known more as a professional military official than someone 
politically ambitious.980 General Yos Thephasadin Na Ayudhya and Lieutenant General Thep 
Karnlert were also in Thanom’s faction. They were isolated in Sanya’s government, but would 
return to power under General Kriangsak Chamanan’s prime ministership in 1977.981  
Therefore, Kris and his followers disapproved of Thanom’s return, suspecting that the 
former dictator’s charisma might embolden his faction to retake power by military coup against 
the civilian government. Insofar as the interim government planned general elections for late 
January 1975, Sanya viewed Thanom’s return as shaking up the domestic scene. If Thanom’s 
return caused sustained protests ending with the bloodshed, Sanya’s effort to democratize Thai 
politics for the past year would fail completely. So Thanom and his family were expelled from the 
country in a decision taken in the best interests of Sanya’s government and Kris’s faction.  
Of this political crisis, it may be concluded that Sanya’s government and Kris Srivara’s 
faction held more power than other elite groups in Thailand. The King also profoundly trusted 
this government and Kris.  King agreed with the governmental decision to temporarily expel 
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Thanom for security reasons. Sanya, backed by the King and Kris, successfully pushed through 
promulgation of the 1974 constitution and held a general election in early 1975.  However, Sanya, 
Kris, and the King were unable to centralize all state authority within their own clique. They 
worried about a military coup from rival factions in the Thai army. In addition, the growing role 
of vocational students, who threatened and aggressed university students with impunity indicated 
the interim government’s weakness. Vocational student movements were supported by other elite 
groups, especially right wing ones, to rid political life of the student movement.  
 
6.10 Conclusion 
The royal cremation ceremony and Thanom’s return disclosed new Thai political and 
social conflicts after the 14 October 1973 incident. This chapter showed that the prime minister 
was pressured by the student movement to organize the royal cremation ceremony at the Pramain 
Ground. However, the army determinedly opposed such plans, deeming the location 
inappropriate. As it happened, the army sought to organize a royal cremation ceremony like those 
for soldiers or volunteer officers who had participated in the Vietnam War. Eventually the 
ceremony was scheduled. Student demonstrations which might interfere with benefits enjoyed by 
elite groups, and the growing interest in socialist ideology, caused elite groups to suspect and 
shun student activists. 
In December 1974, Thanom and his wife made the decision to return from the U.S.A. 
Thanom asked the King for permission to visit Thailand to see his aged father, who was 
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seriously ill. Due to concern about evolving student protests, the King changed his mind about 
helping Thanom’s family to come back to Thailand. When Thanom and his wife suddenly 
appeared in the Kingdom, they were detained by the Thai military. Conflicts clearly resulted 
when General Kris’s faction sought to expel Thanom to an overseas exile, out of concern over 
what Thanom’s faction in the Royal Thai Army might do. In addition, student activists hastily 
organized demonstrations at Thammasat University when they heard of Thanom’s arrival. 
Finally, a clash between student activists and armed Red Gaurs, who attacked the campus at 
night, impelled Sanya to decide to expel Thanom and transfer his father for care in Singapore. 
The incident demonstrates that Kris was unable to govern all the senior military staff under his 
leadership.  
When Sanya experienced with administrative problems as prime minister, solutions 
recommended by the King and the military were often followed,
982
 because after the 14th 
October incident, the civilian government lacked the power to centralize all state mechanisms. In 
addition, the royally appointed prime minister’s administration was not smooth, although its 
foundations were based upon two major political institutions in Thailand. This proves that after 
the 14 October 1973 incident, the monarchy could no longer dominate other political institutions.  
                                                          
 
982 Chantana Chainaken, Politics during the Royally-appointed Prime Minister Sany Dharmasakti, 1973-
1975 A.D. (M.A. Thesis Faculty of Arts Thammasat University, 2011). And Somsak Jeumtheerasakul“Sanya’s 
government was ‘opportunistic’: in the case of the 8 November official statement of condemnation of the Three 
Tyrants,” (In Thai), pp. 124-136. 
 355 
 
The army was also not a unity. Sanya and Kris were still suspicious of the old power faction loyal 
to Thanom faction, throughout the royally appointed government era.983   
 The elected government of the Pramoj brothers was also challenged by government 
officials, as in 1975, when police forcibly entered homes owned by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj, due to 
dissatisfaction with the government's release of student leaders and the FFT.984  The anti-student 
groups supported by senior military staff, senior officials, and capitalists led to the formation of 
Nawapol, the Red Gaurs, and Village Scouts. Fragmentation of state power and state mechanisms 
permitted violence to commit with no fear of legal sanctions, as with the murder of farmers' 
leaders or the Thammasat University massacre on 6 October 1976. The fragmentation of state 
power weakened parliamentary democracy from the 14 October 1973 incident to 6 October 
1976, in the royally appointed and elected government. 
The monarchy and ruling class’s support of the student movement and opposition to 
Thanom’s government changed to ever-more violent responses to the student movement. After 
the 14 October 1973 incident, student activists demonstrated against different social injustices, 
investigating merchants’ stockpiling, protesting Prime Minister Tanaka’s visit to Thailand, and 
opposing the establishment of American military bases in Thailand. The government allied itself 
with students to promote the 1974 draft constitution, in addition to supporting government 
missions such as the Democracy Propagation Program and Return to the Rural Areas Project. 
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These projects allowed students to travel to different provinces to educate villagers to appreciate 
the constitution and democracy.985 
 However, by the end of February, the Central Intelligence Agency reported that the Thai 
elite suspected the student movement of aggressively political expression.986 Socialist ideas 
thrived among students and activists, the Vietnam War approached its end and during conflicts 
between National Assembly members ten days before the general election in early 1975, King 
Rama IX addressed ambassadors from different nations during a dinner which he hosted 
countries at Bhubing Palace, the royal winter residence in Chiang Mai. The King was 
disappointed with students and expressed displeasure with politicians.987 This would lead to the 
conclusion that the elite felt frustrated with political activity after the 14 October 1973 incident. 
This dissatisfaction with the student movement would be a major factor leading to the massacre 
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 The Royally appointed government of Sanya Dharmasakti (October 1973- February 1975) 
marks a unique era in modern Thai history, the first time that the King appointed a prime 
minister.  Four research questions have been raised in order to inqury about 1) the reason why the 
King appointed Sanya as interim prime minister 2) the importance of the Rajaprachasamasai’s 
idea in Thai politics 3) a political pressure within many factions among Thai elite groups in the 
royal government and 4) the relationship between the royal prime minister and student activists. 
To anwers these questions, the private collection of Sanya Dharmmasakti and declassified 
confidential papers from CIA and the National Archives (United Kingdom) have been analyzed.  
 Chapter two reveals why Sanya was appointed by the king as interim prime minister. Due 
to his rectorship of Thammasat University and his membership of Privy Council, the King 
entrusted him with the Premiership. After the 14 October 1973 incident through 1976, 1,333 
work stoppages and 322 demonstrations occurred.988 The political climate became overheated. 
Sanya was indisputably one of the King’s men, but paradoxically administered his government in 
a vulnerable way. 
Chapter four and chapter five focus on the King and Thai democracy in the period of the 
royal government through the concept of Rajapracha Samasai. The King was eager to be 
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involved in politics. He supported the idea of constitutionalism by advocating the creation of a 
National Convention, known as the Royal Turf Assembly. The concept of Rajpracha Samasai, a 
reciprocal relationship between the King and his people, as coined by Kukrit, became a 
foundational idea for the National Convention.989  The royal government also realized the power 
of students and encouraged cooperative projects with student activists, such as the Democracy 
Prorogation Program and the Return to Rural Areas project.   
 This thesis proves that the royal government faced political pressure from the factions of 
the Thai elite. Although Sanya was fully supported by the King and Commander-in-Chief 
General Kris Srivara, his premiership was unable to control every state mechanism. He could not 
issue orders or intervene with senior officials, police staff, or military personnel. For example, 
when students and others pressured the government to investigate civilian deaths during the clash 
between demonstrators and state forces during October 1973, Sanya wrote a private letter to 
advise Kris that the government should not become involved in investigating the case, and would 
not establish any committee to investigate the police and military personnel involved in the 14 
October 1973 incident. The government did not wish to alienate law-abiding police and military 
personnel, and had it founded a committee to investigate them, a government opponent might 
marshal students and the media to further compromise the relationship between the government 
and officials. Instead, Sanya proposed to Kris that each state agency should conduct its own 
internal investigation of the case. The government passed a resolution to establish a committee to 
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investigate allegations of abuse of power committed by Thanom, Praphat and Narong. Sanya 
believed that this measure would lessen public anger about violence during the Incident.990 
 Sanya’s letter indicates that state authority was fragmented after 14 October 1973. As 
prime minister, Sanya had insufficient power to investigate military and police misconduct. On 8 
November 1973, the government issued an official statement about the results of an investigation 
by the Ministry of Defense of the Three Tyrants, revealing that they had ordered armed forces to 
fire on civilians. The government intended to press criminal charges against them. Somsak 
Jeamteerasakul crosschecked cabinet minutes from 16 October to 6 November, finding that no 
resolution had been made establishing a committee to directly investigate the Three Tyrants. The 
government merely founded an investigating committee about the 14 October 1973 incident to 
investigate the events “extensively,” in “all aspects”. Therefore, the government’s official statement 
contained a good amount of smoke and mirrors, making an action look impressive by appearing 
to be what it was not.991  
 The private letter written by Sanya confirms the relative weakness of the status of royally 
appointed prime minister. In Thailand of that era, state power was not centralized in the civilian 
government. Chantana proposes that as government leader, Sanya relied heavily upon the 
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monarchy and military. The King and Kris also influenced Sanya’s administration. Sanya finally 
succeeded in promulgating the 1974 constitution and held a general election in 1975.992  
 However, this thesis asserts that although the King, Kris and factions including Dusit 99, 
a prominent group of National Assembly members fully supported Sanya, his government was 
surprisingly unstable. Chatper six proves that when student protests increased tensions and it 
appeared that riots would ensue, the government feared that a coup d’état might be staged by 
some army factions. One instance was when students protested the 1974 draft Constitution and 
vocational students counter- protested. Pamphlets threatening the university student activists were 
distributed in and around the protest areas. Sanya felt that pro-Thanom factions in the Thai army 
might seize the opportunity to launch a coup.    
 During Sanya’s prime ministership, counterprotest groups were formed to fight student 
demonstrations. Chapter six that fragmentation of authority contributed to attacks upon student 
demonstrators by these right wing formations. After violence occurred, criminal culprits went 
unpunished. On December 1974, a protest at Thammasat University pressured the Sanya 
government to arrest Thanom and charge him with civil crimes. A group of vocational students 
had attacked student protesters on campus at night, but the government and police did not press 
charges against them.  
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After the 14 October 1973 incident, civilian governments were weak, whether royally 
appointed or democratically elected. They did not centralize state power in the executive branch 
of government. The bureaucratic and military elite controlled state power and resources.  Civilian 
leaders were required to be deferential (greng jai) to them. The prime minister tried to avoid 
conflict with bureaucratic leaders. For example, during Kukrit Pramoj’s prime ministership, the 
police threatened to strike to show their dissatisfaction when Kukrit released nine activists who 
had been arrested at Inthra Sribunreung. They called upon the prime minister, minister of interior, 
and police to arrest those who had murdered farmer leaders. After student protests at several 
universities, the government capitulated, and nine activists were released. The police at Lamphun 
and the Patriots of Lamphun group protested at the provincial hall, demanding to know from the 
prime minister whether Thailand was under a rule of law or mob rule. On 20 August, 2000 police 
personnel protested in front of Kukrit’s house in the Soi Suan Phlu neighborhood of Bangkok. 
Around midnight, 100 policemen raided his house, destroying his personal property and looting 
his collection of French wine, brandy, and cigarettes. Kukrit announced that he would “forgive” 
the police protestors and did not criticize them for the demonstration.993 This case proved that 
from 1973 to 1976, civilian governments had insufficient power to control the bureaucratic 
polity.   
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The thesis focuses on the relationship between Sanya and student activists. Chapter five 
reveals that student protests frequently occurred on the streets of Bangkok throughout 1974. 
Some students and politicians, overtly supporting socialist ideas, formed alliances with workers 
and farmers, using socialist terms to call for the resolution of the latter groups’ problems. Chapter 
three reveals that as soon as Sanya was appointed by the King, the leftist groups were attacked 
the royal government and the role of the King. The monarchy and Sanya were provoked their 
fear of communism by them. The King became alienated from student activists, whom he 
distrusted.  Sanya in turn, since his second term as prime minister, tried to isolate himself from 
student activists. Demonstrations by students, workers, and farmers whom they saw as 
Communists frightened the military, police, and official circles, as well as elite businesspeople. 
They were anxious about the threat of the CPT, especially around the time of the Fall of Saigon 
in April 1975. Right wing groups forcefully opposed Thai students, farmers, and workers with 
propaganda and physical abuse. Three years of relative democracy, from 1973 to 1976, ended 
with the tragic Thammasat Massacre on 6 October 1976. 
The monarchy had played an increasing role in politics since after 14 October 1973. The 
King appointed Sanya as interim prime minister but, as this thesis argues, the monarchy was just 
one leading political elite clique of the day. As Royally appointed prime minister, Sanya’s 
weakness was not due to his personality, but, rather several elite factions that independently 
maintained their own resources and secured political protection. Most institutions, especially the 
army and security organizations, were divided. They used resources at hand to form right wing 
paramilitary organizations such as the Red Gaurs, Nawaphol, and Village Scouts, sharing an 
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ideology of Nation-Religion-King. This triumvirate of Nation-Religion-King ideology was 
established in King Vajravudh (Reign 1910-1925) whose fundamental political ideas continued 
from the reign of King Chulalongkorn.994 This uniquely Thai ideology used stories of great kings, 
such as King Chulalongkorn, who protected Thailand from Western imperialism in the 
nineteenth century. Thailand never experienced direct colonial control because of the great Kings, 
not because of any longstanding fight for independence by journalists, teachers, union leaders, 
and politicians.995 The Nation-Religion-King ideology was revitalized by Sarit, who began a 
campaign to restore the monarchy, and this ideology was spread by right-wing groups which 
controlled mass media, especially radio and television.996  
The Thai Nation (Chart Thai) Party, headed by General Pramarn Adireksarn, campaigned 
on the notorious slogan “Right Kill Left,” opposing student activism. An ultra-rightist monk, Phra 
Kittiwuttho (Kittivuddho) Bhikkhu told an interviewer in Chaturat Magazine that it is not 
“demeritorious to kill a Communist.” He added, “Devoting one’s life to saving the nation, religion, 
and the monarchy contributes to making merit. Killing a Communist represents only a minor sin. 
Someone who does so may earn merit. If we kill a fish and cook it to offer food for monks, 
although it may be a sin to kill a fish, by offering alms to a monk, the merit we earn would 
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outweigh the sin.” 997 Benedict Anderson concluded that the Nation-Religion-King ideology’s 
“being elaborated and deployed is symptomatic both of a growing general awareness that they are 
no longer genuinely hegemonic, and of the real fear and hatred generated by the cultural 
revolution of the 1970s.”998 
Rightist organizations benefited from their position, authority, budget, and resources from 
the bureaucratic system and networks of wealthy businesspeople to campaign to destroy the 
legitimacy of student activism.  
 
 Alternative Prime Ministers from Among the King’s Men: Comparing Sanya, 
Thanin, and General Prem 
 Sanya’s Royal appointment as prime minister was unique in Thai history. In the political 
context, some observers were surprised that the military dictatorship which had had ruled 
Thailand since 1957 collapsed so quickly.999 On about 8pm of 13 October 1973, the military 
government declared on the National Broadcasting Services of Thailand (NBT) that 13 activists 
would be releases and a new constitution would be drafted within a year. Representatives of the 
NSCT and Praphat negotiated that evening, and the representatives reported to the King at 
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Chitralada Royal Villa.1000 However, a clash on Rama V Road in the early morning of 14 
October 1973 became chaotic and out of control. Violence and vandalism spread on 
Ratchadamnoen Avenue, with a final toll of 77 deaths and 857 injuries. Due to the violence, the 
King requested the resignation of Thanom’s military government, which obeyed. 
 Thanin Kraivichien and General Prem Tinsulanonda were both King’s men who rose to 
the prime ministership. On 6 October 1976, after a coup d’état headed by Admiral Sangat 
Chaloyu, Commander-in-chief of the Navy, the National Administrative Reform Council (NARC) 
appointed Thanin as prime minister. On February 1976, Sangat, General Bunchai Bumrungpong 
and General Kriangsak Chamanan visited the King at Bhubing Palace, Chiang Mai for a 
situational update. Sangat suggested to the King that the military should seize the civilian 
government, considering that the Indochinese region was controlled by Communists. The King 
agreed with this suggestion and introduced Sangat to Thanin, a judge, law professor, and anti-
Communist scholar.1001 The King overtly supported the anti-Communist cause. In 1976, he had 
composed a song “We Fight,” inspired by the fall of Saigon in 1975.1002 It was unsurprising that 
the King favored Thanin, who was seen by the public as an ultra-rightist politician, to be 
appointed in the aftermath of the coup, with the King’s approval.  
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 On 3 March 1980, Prem was approved as prime minister by National Assembly member 
vote, a group of Class 7 army colonels
1003
 and the Royal Family. On 29 February 1980, 
Kriengsak resigned as prime minister due to an economic downturn and the second oil crisis, 
Prem was appointed by members of Parliament. Implicitly trusted by the King, Prem was 
renowned for his honesty and skill at defeating Communist forces in the Northeast region. He 
was also known personally by the King and Queen,
1004 and this close relationship enabled the 
King to become more directly involved in politics. Although Prem was a military leader, he 
offered a more prominent role for civilian politicians, who supported his prime ministerial 
candidacy.  
Most significantly, two serious coup attempts in 1981 and 1985 failed, due to the Royal 
Family’s full support of the government. The so-called Thai Young Turks or Class 7 group staged 
a coup in April 1981. The Royal Family left Bangkok with Prem’s cabinet to stay at Nakhon 
Ratchasima Province, showing the King’s solidarity with the besieged government. The coup 
leaders thereby lost any possible legitimacy. In 1985, a serious conflict erupted between Prem 
and Commander-in-chief General Arthit Kamlang-ek, who vehemently criticized Prem about 
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currency devaluation. Arthit made it clear that he did not support the government, and tried to 
depose Prem, whereupon Prem dismissed him as Commander-in-chief. This firing was approved 
by the King and Arthit accepted it unconditionally.1005 Prem survived these two attempts to 
overthrow him due to the King’s support.  
Although Sanya, Thanin, and Prem all shared a close relationship with the King, Sanya 
had an exceptional situation as royally appointed prime minister. After the sudden overthrow of 
the military government, Sanya was the King’s choice to serve as interim prime minister to 
restore political institutions and build a democratic regime, focusing on a new constitution and 
general election. Thanin and Prem were appointed with military support, but Sanya is uniquely 
remembered by the Thai people as A Royally appointed prime minister.  
  
 The Legacy of Royally Appointed Prime Minister Sanya in Toppling Prime 
Minister Thaksin Shinawatra 
 The Thai Rak Thai Party won the election of 2005 by a landslide, winning 377 seats, or 
about 75 percent of all the seats in Parliament. Royalists and the middle class were unable to 
tolerate Thaksin’s brand of leadership. In January 2006, the 2006 sale of the Shinawatra family's 
share of Shin Corporation (ShinCorp) to Temasek Holdings, a Singaporean government-linked 
holding company, raised alarms in Thailand. The transaction was exempt from capital gains tax. 
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Thaksin was accused by Royalists and the middle class of involvement in the political corruption. 
His opposition was represented by the People’s Alliance for Democracy (PAD) included media 
tycoon Sondhi Limthongkul, Major General Chamlong Srimuang, a leading demonstrator in 
Black May 1992, anti-Thaksin NGO networks and Royalist activists. On 4 February 2006, Sondhi 
called for a mass rally at Royal Plaza, referring to Article 7 of the 1997 constitution.1006 The PAD 
petition restated the concept of Rachapracha Samasai, that  
The people as a group own sovereign power bestowed upon them by 
the Crown. When the government lacks legitimacy and a monumental 
crisis occurs, they have an absolute right to call for the return of this 
power to present it to the Crown to be exercised in cooperation with 
the people
1007  
 PAD applied the idea of Rachapracha Samasai to oppose Thaksin. From late February to 
mid-March, PAD focused on calling for Royal intervention by using Article 7. Special powers 
could be used to remove Thaksin, and the King would then appoint a “temporary administration 
to affect constitutional change, leading to a new election with ‘equality of contest.’”1008 On 23 
March, PAD called for a Royally appointed government with the King’s immediate use of the 
“royal prerogative according to Article 7 of the Constitution, to Royally appoint a new prime 
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minister to initiate …political reform, with concrete participation from the people…”1009 The King 
disagreed with the petition and refused to use Article 7, but did call for the court to fulfill their 
duty. It may be interpreted that the King did not directly or obviously intervene in politics when 
he indicated that PAD should halt its campaign.  
 The concept of Rachapracha Samasai was formulated in the 1970s as an idea of 
conservatives and Royalists that provided a framework for Royal intervention in politics. 
Collective memories of Rachapracha Samasai went back to the creation of the National 
Convention on 10 December 1973.1010 The King played an important role in stopping bloodshed 
during the 14 October 1973 incident. The King created the National Convention, which opened 
opportunities for people of all professional categories and levels to participate in political reform. 
The King appointed his own choice, Sanya Dharmmasakti, who widely admired as a benevolent 
person. The monarchy thereby enhanced its status as a moral authority superior to normal 
political institutions, such as the parliamentary system, political parties, and money politics, all 
recognized as highly corrupt.1011 They sought to eliminate the corrupt politician Thaksin by using 
the concept of Rachapracha Samasai, and they were not concerned with democratic principles. 
Studying the prime ministership of Sanya contributes to a deeper understanding of Thai politics 
in the 1970s as well as subsequent events.  
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